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Current Topics. 


The New Emergency Practice Directions. 

WE print elsewhere directions which have been issued by 
the Lord Chancellor under the Courts (Emergency Powers) 
Acts, 1914 to 1916. In cases where the Amendment Act of 
1916 does or may apply variations should be made in the forms 
in use under the principal Act, and the nature of these is 
pointed out; and new Notes to the Forms relating to the relief 
allowed under the Acts are substituted for the existing Notes. 
There is also a direction as to foreclosure absolute. 


The County Courts in 1915. 

THE County Court Statistics for 1915 which have just 
issued shew, still more clearly than in 1914, the falling-off of 
business, and this is particularly noticeable in the smaller 
matters. Thus the total plaints entered not exceeding £20 in 
1913, 1914 and 1915 were 1172,189, 921,657 and 721,000 
respectively ; above £20 and not exceeding £50 the correspond- 
ing figures were 13,121, 11,622 and 11,176; above £50 and 
not exceeding £100, 2,490, 2,151 and 2,213; and, by agree 
ment, above £100, 362, 273 and 293. There has been a 
similar falling-off of business in the City of London Court, the 
figures for which are given separately. The prefatory note 
by ‘‘ B. J. B.,’’ in noticing this fact, says that the plaints have 
not been so low since 1864, and he attributes the continued 
fall in their number mainly to the legislation arising out of 
the war. No doubt this is correct, but it is also probable that 
the increased prosperity of large portions of the working 
classes has led to a diminution in the use of the county courts 
for debt collecting. At any rate the figures are interesting, 
and no doubt Sir Joun MacponeEtt will throw some light upon 
them when he deals generally with the Civil Tudicial Statistics 
for 1915, though we rather think those for 1914 have not been 
issued yet. 


been 


Imprisonment for Debt. 

PERHAPS THE most striking fact appearing from the County 
Court Statistics is the diminution in the number of imprison- 
ments for debt. There are many stages in the course for com- 
pelling payment by this process. There is the issue of the 
warrant, and this usually results in payment without arrest. 
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Otherwise arrest follows ; but there may still be payment with- 
out imprisonment. If there is imprisonment, this may be for 
the full term or only for part of it. The statistics for the 
variou show these results for each court Thus, to 
take a circuit at a venture, on No. 16 (Hull, &c.), there were 
2,217 home warrants and 184 from other courts, together 
2,401 Payment before arrest was made in 1,624 cases; 157 
debtors were arrested; of these 82 paid or were released 
without imprisonment, 21 went to prison and stayed a part of 
their term, and 54 stayed the full term. Taking the aggre- 
gate numbers in this connection for the past three years, the 
warrants for commitment issued in 1913, 1914 and 1915 were 
157,827, 114,238 and 70,331; and the debtors imprisoned were 
5,711, 3,887 and 1,542. The high-water mark for imprison- 
ment was in 1906, when 11,986 debtors went to prison. The 
present large decrease continues the tendency of recent years, 


courts 


which has been to discourage imprisonment, but it is no doubt 
due also to the same causes which have led to the drop of the 
last two years in county court process. The figures for par- 
ticular courts suggest a considerable disparity either in finan- 
cial circumstances or in judicial discretion, but these we must 
leave for the present. 


Deadlock as a Ground for Winding-Up. 

AN INTERESTING decision as to the winding-up of companies 
has been given by the Court of Appeal, affirming Astsury, 
J., in Re The Yenidje Tobacco Co. (Limited) (Weekly Notes, 
1916, p. 316) Inability to pay debts is, of course, the usual 
ground for a winding-up order, but the enumeration in 
section 129 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, of the 
various grounds, which gives this as No. (v), continues—‘‘ (vi.) 
if the court is of opinion that it is just and equitable that the 
company should be wound up.’’ Can recourse be had to these 
words where, owing to internal disputes in a company, the 
conduct of its affairs has come to a deadlock? Hitherto there 
appears to have been only one reported case in which this 
has been done—Re Sailing Ship ‘‘ Kentmere’’ Co. (Weekly 
Notes, 1897, p. 58); but with the prevalence of small private 
companies there is an increasing tendency to the existence of 
this state of things, and in the present case it appeared that 
two persons were the only shareholders and were both direc- 
tors for life. We may refer to the report for a statement of 
the which made their co-operation impossible. 
Accordingly the court ordered a winding-up on the ground 
of deadlock, notwithstanding that the company was transacting 
Such a company is, 
in substance, a partnership, and under similar circumstances 
no doubt a partnership would be wound up It will probably 
be realized some day that the guise of a limited company is 
a clumsy form of carrying on partnership business, and the 
present practice in this respect is only transitional. 


conditions 


business and making considerable profits. 


Military Courts of Inquiry. 

Tue House of Commons has just passed an Emergency Bill, 
which amends in one small particular section 70 (1) (a) of the 
Army Act. There are three classes of military tribunals 
recognized by the ‘‘ custom of the service,’’ namely, Courts- 
martial, Courts of Inquiry, and Boards. The first of these 
three is a judicial body in the full sense of the term, and 
possesses powers of trial and punishment which vary according 
as it is a General, District, or Regimental Court-martial. The 
second, which may be assembled by the Army Council or any 
commanding officer, has no judicial power, but merely collects 
evidence and reports Unless directed by the “ Convening 
Officer,’’ it cannot give any opinion on the conduct of any 
officer or soldier. Where such conduct is in issue, the officer 
or soldier is usually given the benefit of a trial by Court-martial 
upon a definite charge. The Court cannot compel civilian 
witnesses to attend, and does not take evidence on oath except 
(1) when it inquires into the illegal absence of a soldier, (2) 
when it is held on the recovery of a prisoner of war, and (3) 
when it is specially directed so to do by the Convening 
Officer. The statutory provisions affecting Courts of Inquiry 
are contained in sections 70 (5) and 72 (1) of the Army Act, 








in Regulation 124 of the Rules of Procedure, 1907, made under 
that Act, and in paragraphs 666, 667 of the King’s Regula- 
tions, which by section 69 of the Army Act would appear to 
have statutory effect as ‘‘ Articles of War.’’ Boards, the third 
kind of military tribunal, are not statutory bodies, but the 
creation of the ‘‘ custom of the service,’” and may be held for 
a variety of purposes not involving questions of discipline 
(King’s Regulations, 676, 873-876). The amending Bil! pro- 
vides that Courts of Inquiry, for the duration of the present 
war, can compel civilian witnesses to appear and give evidence 
or produce documents, and that—in a proper case to be so 
decided by the War Secretary—such Courts may include two 
civilian members. It would appear that the remodelled 
tribunals contemplated by this amending Bill will be ap- 
pointed by the Army Council for the express purpose of in- 
quiring into the actions of War Office officials, military 
or civilian, and therefore will receive an express direction to 
give an opinion on the-conduct of such persons, 


The Right of Political Asylum. 

ALTHOUGH No rule of our common law exists which affirms 
the right of asylum in this country for political refugees from 
abroad, it has long been an unquestioned tradition of British 
politics that such a right is an essential principle of our free 
constitution. Indeed, eighteenth century lawyers in England 
and America defended the then well-established rule that 
extradition of criminals is forbidden by our common law on 
the ground that this refusal to extradite any criminal at all 
was necessary for the protection of the political refugee. 
Earlier extradition treaties contain no specific exclusion of 
political offences, but there is no recorded instance of the sur- 
render of a political offender under such treaties, and in the 
Extradition Act of 1870 the right is expressly safeguarded by 
section 3. In the leading case on the interpretation of that 
section, Re Castioni (1891, 1 Q. B. 149), two points came up, 
the first concerning the meaning of “‘ political offence ’’—as 
regards which a definition given by Jonn Stuart MILt was dis- 
cussed and more or less acted on by the Court ; and the second 
as regards the ‘‘onus of proof,’’ when a person whom it is 
proposed to extradite claims that his offence is ‘‘ political.” 
As regards the latter point, Denman, J. (ibid, at p. 156), re- 
fused to apply narrow rules as to onus proband: in such a case ; 
‘‘T do not think it is intended,’’ he said, ‘‘ that a scrap of a 
primé facie case on the one side should have the effect of throw- 
ing upon the other side the onus of proving or disproving his 
position ; ’’ the matter is to be decided on broad grounds of 
principle by the competent court. Two recent statutes, namely, 
the Aliens Act of 1905 and the Aliens Restriction Act of 1914, 
have again raised this question. The first named Act pre- 
serves, the right of political and religious exiles (section 1 (3)) 
to settle in the United Kingdom, and does not permit expul- 
sion even of undesirable aliens except after the recommenda- 
tion of a court before which they have appeared (section 3 (1)). 
But wider powers, for the duration of the war, are conferred 
on the Home Secretary by the Act of 1914 and Regulation 12 
of the Consolidated Regulations made thereunder. And in 
Re Sarno (Times, 29th ult.) a Divisional Court refused to 
release by habeas corpus a Russian Jew who had resided in 
England for thirteen years, but whom the Home Office now 
arrested with a view to his deportation to Russia on the ground 
that he was a man of undesirable habits and character. The 
Court held, however, that an alien who could prove that he 
was a political exile would receive the protection of the Court, 
but—notwithstanding the dictum of Denman, J., in Re 
Castioni (supra)—they cast upon him the onus of proof. It 
should be noted that the liability of a Russian to be shot for 
desertion was taken into consideration in R. v. Zausmer (7 Cr. 
App. Rep. 41), and it is undesirable that the traditional policy 
of this country should be departed from. 


Receivers under the Conveyancing Act, 1881. 

Some TIME ago an esteemed correspondent raised a question 
in our columns (56 Soticittors’ JournaL, p. 611) with respect 
to the position of a receiver under the Conveyancing Act, 188], 
but by some oversight the matter was never dealt with. We 
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understand that an answer is desired, notwithstanding the 
delay, and we are glad to give it to the best of our ability. 
The point is to whom the receiver is, under th@ final words of 
section 24 (8), to pay the “‘ residue of the money received by 
him,’’ after providing for the payments previously enume- 
rated, of which the last is the interest accruing due under the 
mortgage. The section directs payment ‘‘ to the person who, 
but for the possession of the receiver, would have been entitled 
to receive the income of the mortgaged property, or who is 
otherwise entitled to that property.’’ If there are two mort- 
gages on the property and the receiver is appointed by the 
first mortgagee, is he to pay surplus income, after satisfaction 
of the first mortgage interest, to the first mortgagee in reduc- 
tion of principal, to the second mortgagee, or to the mortgagor ? 
We do not find that this question is discussed in any of the 
text-books, and though Re Hale (1899, 2 Ch. 107) contains 
a reference to the payments which may be made by a receiver, 
the case does not help. The point is, who is, apart from the 
receiver’s possession, entitled to the income? In a sense this 
is the first mortgagee, for under his mortgage he is entitled to 
immediate possession, and this carries the right to income: 
Pope v. Biggs (9 B. & C. 245). But to obtain this right he 
must go into possession, and he has not done so. . He has 
appointed a receiver instead, and the possession remains with 
the mortgagor. Moreover, if the mortgagee is to take income 
in reduction of his principal, the section would surely have 
expressly so provided. In effect this would have given the 
mortgagee the right of a mortgagee in possession. On the 
other hand, it is well settled that until the mortgagee inter- 
venes to demand possession, the mortgagor continues in lawful 
possession of the income, and he is not liable to account for it 
to the mortgagee ; Jolly v. Arbuthnot (4 De G. & J., p. 236), 
Yorkshire Banking Co. v. Mullan (35 Ch. D. 125), and see 
Laws of England, Vol. 21, pp. 157, 158. Hence if the 
second ‘mortgagee has not appointed a receiver, the mortgagor 
is, we imagine, the person entitled to receive the income within 
the meaning of the section, and the surplus should be paid to 
him. If the second mortgagee has appointed a receiver, the 
strplus would go to that receiver. The foregoing remarks do 
not take account of the words ‘‘ or who is otherwise entitled to 
that property,’’ but we doubt whether these would operate if 
there is a person entitled to receive, the income; in this case 
the mortgagor. There may be cases in which they would 
operate, but none occurs to us at present. In dealing with 
such a matter as this we are always glad of the comments 
of our readers. 


Average Weekly Earnings. 

Tae Court of Appeal has decided that the task of ascertain- 
ing the ‘‘ average weekly earnings’’ of an injured workman 
for the purpose of statutory workmen’s compensation is not 
merely one of ‘‘ mathematical computation ”’ George 
Trollope & Sons (Times, 20th July). This seems rather 
mysterious, but the point is this: Sometimes a workman is 
employed at a permanent job, the rate of wage for which is the 
same all the year round. Sometimes, again, he is engaged 
permanently, but at a rate which varies seasonally, especially 
as between summer and winter—e.g., carpenters and painters. 
Sometimes, again, he is employed for a mere temporary job of 
a kind such that the rate of wage varies with the season or 
other circumstances. Now the general scheme of the Act of 
1906 is that compensation is to be based on half the ‘‘ average 
weekly earnings ’’ (Schedule 1, par. t(4)). To hit an average 
is not, however, easy in these latter cases of mere temporary 
jobs, especially when payment varies seasonally. And so par. 
2 (a) of the same schedule says that “‘ average weekly earnings 
shall be computed in such manner as is best calculated to give 
the rate per week at which the workman was being re- 
munerated.’’ But then it goes on to set out in a proviso a 
number of modes of doing this where the duration of the em- 
ployment is short. And the question before the Court of 
Appeal was whether the arbitrator—+.¢., the county court judge 
—in calculating the ‘‘ average weekly earnings ’’ in such a case 


Cox vy. 


of calculation he adopts, or whether in every case there is, as a 
matter of law, an unvarying rule which must be discovered and 
applied. The answer appears to be that, if it is ‘‘ practicable ”’ 
to find an exact mathematic formula for calculating the rate, 
he must adopt it (erry v. Wright, 1908, 1 K. B. 441); but 
that if this is ‘‘ impracticable,’’ he can look to the average earn- 
ings of a workman permanently employed in a similar grade in 
the same district. And the arbitrator, so the Court of Appeal 
hold, is the judge of whether or not it is ‘‘ impracticable ’’ to 
assess the sum mathematically. Hence in this manner he is 
given a discretion to choose between two modes of computation 
which give different results. 


Women and the Professions. 

AMONGST THE items of intelligence which we print elsewhere 
is a statement that a well-known London hospital is about 
to admit women as medical students. This is only interesting 
to us here as an indication of the inroad which women are 
making into men’s occupations in all directions. The question of 
the female lawyer seems to have been in abeyance recently, and, 
notwithstanding the difficulties of carrying on solicitors’ busi- 
nesses under present circumstances, there appears to be no 
immediate need for female help such as has been readily 
enlisted elsewhere, and such, as it seems, medicine calls for. 
But this, of course, is only in che ranks of the profession itself. 
For general assistance in the office the employment of female 
clerks—which was already, we believe, well established before 
the war—has been enormously developed, and it is now usually 
one of the gentler sex who is sent to fetch papers from counsel’s 
chambers. 








Negligence of a Statutory 
Undertaker. 


THERE are three separate branches of the law of torts which 
affect liability for what a layman calls “‘ negligence,’’ but very 
often in a concrete case the three are so woven together that it 
is not easy to determine which of the three is relevant. Thus 
it often happens that a claim for damages is laid alternatively 
for (1) breach of a duty to take reasonable care—.e., ‘‘ negli- 
gence ’’’ in the strict sense of the term; (2) public nuisance 
causing special damage; and (3) omission of a statutory duty 
causing damage to a class whom the statute intends to protect. 
An interesting case in which this class of difficulty has arisen— 
namely, Great Central Railway Co. v. Hewlett (reported else- 
where), has just been finally disposed of in the House of Lords, 
who have differed from the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 428) 
and DARLING, J. 

We have on former occasions (ante, pp. 316, 381) noticed 

the facts of the case and the points involved in it. For the 
present purpose the following statement-will be sufficient: 
A taxi-cab driver drove into the post of a gate leading to 
Marylebone Station and suffered injuries. The gate had been 
declared in an action in the Chancery Division to be an obstruc- 
tion of the highway, and in consequence the company had, in 
1902, obtained, by a special Act, power to maintain it There 
were street lamps near, but owing to the recent Lighting Regu- 
lations the borough council had left these lamps in darkness. 
It was contended for the plaintiff that there was evidence of 
“negligence ’’ on the part of the railway company which made 
it liable in damages. ' 

It was possible to suggest that the company were occupiers 
of the gate and its site, as a detached part of their station, 
and so had cast upon them the ordinary duty of an occupier 
of premises to take reasonable precautions against, or give 
express notice of, a danger on his premises to any lawful 
invitee (Jndermaur v. Dames, 1866, L. R. 2C. P. 311). And 
various omissions of reasonable precautions were alleged, in- 
cluding omission to illuminate the posts and to warn persons 
using the highway. But the duty of an occupier of premises 
is not so high that he must warn persons using his premises 





_ €an exercise a reasonable discretion as to which of these modes 


against an obstacle in the public street by which they are 
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approached, and there is no case which imposes on him so 
grave a burden There had been, therefore, no breach of 
any common law duty to take reasonable care. 

Nor could the judgment which the plaintiff originally 
obtained be supported on the second alternative suggested 
namely, a public nuisance causing special damage. It was, 
indeed, contended that the special Act merely authorized the 
company to keep the obstruction in th highway at its peril, 
and this view appears to have led the Court of Appeal to find 
in its favour. But where a statute authorizes an undertaker to 
put an obstruction in the highway, the reasonable construction 
of the power given him is that the obstruction, becoming law- 
a nuisance for any legal purpose; and some 
as occupier of premises—must be 


ful, ceases to be 
additional negligence é.@., 
shewn before the company can be held liable in tort 

There remains the question of negligence in the performance 
of a statutory duty If any act done in the exercise of a 
tatutory power or duty causes, as a natural result, damage to 
a third party, which could have been avoided by the exercise of 
reasonable precautions on the part of the statutory undertaker, 
then he is liable in damages to the victim of his misfeasance 
(f hapn anv. Fiulde I] aterwork s C'o., 1894, 9 Q B. 599), unless 
ome statutory provision provides otherwise (Batt v. Metro- 
/ olitan Water Board, 1911, 2 K. B. 965) Hence the attempt 
was made to support the judgment in favour of the plaintiff on 
the ground that the railway company had imposed on it by 
its spec ial Act a statutory duty, arising out of its statutory 
power, to safeguard persons coming to the station against 
dangers arising from the obstacle in the highway. But the 
‘maintain ’’ the post 


power given by the Act was simply to 
is also the 


and gate in the road, and therefore ‘‘ maintenance ”’ 
measure of the implied statutory duty coupled with the power. 
Now it was held just thirty years ago, in the leading case of 
Moore v. Lambeth Waterworks Co, (1886, 17 Q. B. D. 462), 
that where a statutory undertaker is authorized to erect and 
maintain in the highway a work ancillary to his undertaking, 
he is merely liable for accidents arising from the disrepair of 
that work, not for those caused by omission to repair or other- 
wise safeguard the road on the part of the road authority. 
Here no failure to maintain the post and gate was alleged, 
nor did any such failure affect the cause of the accident. That 
was due, if due to anyone’s default, to the omission of the 
road authority to illuminate the road near the obstacle, and 
against this omission that authority may have had a good 
defence under the Lighting Regulations. At any rate, none 
of the suggested omissions were breaches of any duty to 

maintain ’’—7.¢ keep in good repair, the gate and post. 
It follows that this third ground of liability fails, too; and so 
the House of Lords refused to hold the company responsible for 
the « olli ion 


a me) ~~ 

The New Finance Acct. 
Wr may conveniently discuss the provisions of the Finance Act, 
1916, in connection with the books mentioned below,* for though 
they are based on Acts of last year, they furnish very useful 
guidance to the war scheme of public revenue, and they will no 
doubt in due course be brought up to date by the issue of new 
editions incorporating the Act of the present year. We concluded 
the printing of this last week, and it will be seen that it introduces 
These are arranged under 
Profits Duty, and 


extensive variations in Revenue Law 
Customs and Excise, Income Tax, 
National Debt and Loans 

and Excise.—These duties are, it is well known, going 
up, and the Act increases the duties on cocoa, coffee, and sugar, 
ind continues the increased duties on tea, dried fruit, tobacco, 
and motor spirit imposed by the Finance (No 2) Act, 1915, and 
als the new import duties on motor-cars, musical instruments, 
clocks and watches, and cinematograph films introduced by that 
Act. The duties on entertainments, on matches (Customs), and on 
table-waters and cider (Excise) were introduced by the Finance 


Excess 


(‘uston 





* The Excess Profits Duty and Profits of Control'’ed Establishments. By Sp cer & 
Pegler, Chartercd Accountants. H. Foulks Lynch & Co. @. net. 
The Finance Acts of 1915. An Annotated Reprint of the Income Tax Provisions of 


the new Acts By the Income Tax Exp:rt of “The Accountant.” Gee & Co. 
(Limited), Publishers. 2s. net. 








(New Duties) Act, 1916. The present Act extends the Customs 
duty on matches to mechanical lighters, and introduces Customs 
duties on table-waters and cider. It also exempts school enter- 
tainments (section 12) from Entertainments Duty. Moreover, it 
extends the relief in respect of motor-car licence duty under the 
Finance Act, 1910, section 86, allowed by sub-section (4) to 
medical practitioners—namely, half the duty—to veterinary sur- 
geons, and allows repayment of the duty where a motor-car has 
been used exclusively for ambulance or hospital work, or for work 
undertaken by agreement with the Government in connection 
with any naval or military service (section 14). Section 15 intro- 
duces the new motor spirit licence duty—namely, a duty at the 
rate of 6d. a gallon to be paid on the amount of the supply 
authorized by the licence ; but relief is allowed to medical prac- 
titioners and veterinary surgeons, and in respect of motor-cars used 
for the purposes just referred to, corresponding to the relief in 
respect of motor-car licence duty. The form and conditions of the 
licence are to be prescribed by regulations made by the Board of 
Trade. 

Income Tax.—The statutes relating to income tax were, it is well 
known, calling loudly for amendment, simplification, and consoli- 
dation before the war. But for the present this task has been 
postponed, and on the contrary the numercus variations caused 
by the war or which from other reasons have been recently intro- 
duced still further complicate this branch of the law. Extensive 
pre-war alterations were introduced by the Finance Act, 1914. 
These related particularly to income in respect of foreign pro- 
perty, to the incomes of married persons, and to partnership 
businesses carried on abroad. Since then there have been the 
Finance Act, 1914 (Session 2), the two Finance Acts of 1915, and 
now the Finance Act, 1916, ‘and all of these have to be considered 
in ascertaining the present Income Tax Law. 

As to the rate of income tax, this was fixed by section 10 of the 
Finance Act, 1915, at 2s. 6d., and the super-tax rates at double 
those mentioned in the Finance Act, 1914, section 35. Those rates 
began with 5d. for incomes over £2,500, and rose gradually to 
ls. 4d. for incomes over £9,000. The Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915, 
increased the income-tax by 40 per cent. for the last six. months 
of the current year, and raised the rates of super-tax in the three 
highest grades to 2s. 10d. (£8,000-£9,000) ; 3s. 2d. (£9,000-£10,000) ; 
and 3s. 6d. (over £10,000). The Finance Act, 1916, by section 24 
makes the income-tax 5s., and continues the existing rates of super- 
tax. But new rates are introduced for earned income where the 
total income does not exceed £2,500 and for unearned income 
where the total income does not exceed £2,000. To take the most 
usual cases of earned income, the rate is 2s. 3d. up to a total income 
of £500, 2s. 6d. up to £1,000, and 3s. up to £1,500. The correspond- 
ing rates for unearned income are 3s., 3s. 6d., and 4s. These rates 
are in sections 25 and 26. The scheme for compelling holders of 
“dollar securities” to deposit them with the Treasury by imposing 
an additional income tax is established by section 27, and the 
length of the section shows that practically the matter has not 
been found easy to deal with. The additional duty is not to be 
charged on any income derived before 29th July, 1916. Relief 
from, the tax is obtained by offering the securities within the 
specific period, provided they ultimately become at the absolute 
disposal of the Treasury. Exemption is allowed in certain cases, 
including that of “trustees who are prevented by the terms of 
their trust from placing the securities at the disposal of the 
Treasury, and are not entitled to the benefit of any indemnity 
conferred by Act of Parliament in respect of the contravention 
of those terms’”’ (section 27 (3) (e)). It may, perhaps, be safe to 
assume that ordinarily trustees are protected by section 2 (1) of 
the Government War Obligations Act, 1915, though we have called 
attention to doubts as to the effect of this section (ante, pp. 216, 479). 

Section 28 continues the relief in respect of diminution of income 
due to the war allowed by section 13 of the Finance Act, 1914 (Ses- 
sion 2), and section 29 allows relief where proof is given that the 
actual income from all sources for the_year of assessment is less by 
more than 10 per cent. than the income on which the tax has been 
assessed. Under section 30 soldiers and sailors, including persons 
employed abroad on the work of the British Red Cross Society ot 
the St. John Ambulance Association or any other body with similat 
objects, are entitled to relief so as to reduce the income tax on theif 
pay to 9d. where the total income does not exceed £300, with 
graduated rates rising to 3s. 6d. if the income exceeds £2,500. 
Attention has been frequently called to the fact that a person 8 
unfairly taxed where his income just exceeds a level attracting 4 
higher rate of taxation. An unearned income of £1,000 pays 
2s. 6d.; one of £1,001 pays 3s.; that is, the tax is £125 and 
£150 3s., leaving the net incomes at £875 and £850 17s. The 
absurdity is obvious. In future the tax in the second case will 
he £125 plus £1, or £126. Similar cases may arise where the limi 
depends on exemption or abatement, and the section applies ® 
such cases also. The relief in respect of children under section 
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of the Finance Act, 1910, is extended from an income limit of £500 
to one of £700. Section 34 is apparently intended to cure a draft- 
ing slip in the Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915, but its effect we leave to 
those who are fond of puzzles. Section 35 authorizes the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners to introduce a system of payment of in- 
come tax by means of stamps, and section 36 limits the relief 
which can be claimed in respect of insurance premiums. 

Excess Profits Duty—This duty was introduced by Part III. of 
the Finance (No. 2) Act, 1914. It was a levy of 50 per cent. of the 
excess, by more than £200, over the pre-war standard of profits 
arising in any accounting period ending after 4th August, 1914, and 
before lst July, 1915. It was accordingly limited to this single 
period, and the mode in which the tax was to be calculated is very 
clearly stated, with examples, in Messrs. Spicer aND PeGLeR’s book, 
to which we have referred above. A curious feature is that the 
pre-war standard does not depend on the average for the preceding 
three years, but on the average for any two of the three last pre- 
war trade years to be selected by the tax-payer; so that where 
the three years included a lean year, this is naturally excluded, 
and the average taken from the two good years. The present Act, 
by section 45, extends the incidence for the tax to any accounting 
period ending on or after lst July, 1915, and before lst August, 
1917 ; in other words, the tax is carried on till August, 1917. And 
at the same time the levy is raised from 50 per cent. to 60 per 
cent., but this is only as respects excess profits arising in any 
accounting period beginning after the expiration of a year from 
the commencement of the first: accounting period ; that is, there 
must be a full year of the 50 per cent. rate before this is raised 
to 60 per cent. A corresponding increase is made in the rate for 
excess mineral rights duty (section 46), which was introduced by 
section 43 of the Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915; and section 47 of the 
present Act imposes excess duty in the case of sales of ships where 
the sale—for instance, the sale of a ship of a single-ship company- 
takes place in such circumstances that the profits of the sale 
are not the profits of a trade or business. For such cases a 
special method for calculating the pre-war standard of profits is 
introduced. 

The most important question which has arisen in respect of 
excess profits duty is its relation to the restriction on profits of 
“controlled establishments.” Under Part Il. of the Munitions 
of War Act, 1915, only a certain part of the net profits of a con- 
trolled establishment are divisible, and the excess is paid into the 
Exchequer (section 4). The divisible profits are an amount ex- 
ceeding by one-fifth the standard amount of profits, and the 
standard amount is the average of. the net profits for the two 
financial years of the establishment completed next before the 
outbreak of the war or a proportionate part thereof (section 5). 
Under the Excess Profits sections of the Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915, 
there was, we gather, no conflict, because the accounting periods 
for that duty ended before July 1st, 1915, and the limitation of profits 
of controlled establishments did not begin until 2nd July, 1915 
(Messrs. Spicer AND PrGLer’s Excess Profits Duty, p. 5). But the 
present extension of the excess profits period makes this duty and 
the restriction on munitions profits run concurrently, and a strong 
attempt was made on behalf of the controlled establishments to 
exempt them altogether from the excess profits duty. Their case 
was forcibly put by Mr. E. Powell, the President of the Central 
Association of Controlled Concerns, in a letter to the Times of 
26th June. The Government, however, took up the position that 
no distinction could be made for this purpose between different 
classes of firms, and, in the words of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer (Times, 23rd July), “firms which would pay less by way 
of munitions levy than they would in excess profits duty must pay 
the difference,’’ and to this they adhered. All firms alike are 
subject to the excess profits duty, but payments made by con 
trolled establishments to the Exchequer under the Munitions of 
War Act are treated as made on account of excess profits duty. 
This is provided for by section 48 of the present Act. If the 
Exchequer payments are larger than the excess profits duty the 
latter is extinguished ; if not, a further payment has to be made. 

Section 49 makes special provision with regard to directors’ 
fees, where the directors have a controlling interest. This 
apparently is to prevent directors who really take a share of 
profits from evading the duty on the ground that they receive 
remuneration for an “office.” Section 53 extends to munitions 
Exchequer payments the provision of section 35 of the Finance 
(No. 2) Act, 1915, so as to allow them to be deducted in computing 
profits for the purpose of income tax ; and section 56 contains an 
important provision in respect of businesses carried on under the 
Court. If this is due to inability to pay debenture-holders or 
creditors, then no excess profits duty is to be levied or paid 
until provision has been made for payment of the debenture-holders 
and creditors. 

National Debt and Loans.—Section 61 enables any death duty to 


‘persons and bodice 


be deemed to mature for payment on the date of the transfer, and 
the principal and interest when received by the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue will be brought into account as death duty 
revenue. Under section 66 vesting orders made by any court in 
the United Kingdom as to Government Stock are to be a sufficient 
authority to the Banks of England and Ireland, and the other 
s mentioned, to allow the transfer. The reason 
for this dees not occur to us. We were under the impression that 
such vesting orders were made and acted on under a well-settled 
practice. Section 67 confirms the procedure under section 48 of 
the Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915, by which Government Stock is trans- 
ferred on production of probate or letters of administration, and 
indemnifies the authorities making the transfer against defect in 
the probate or grant of administration. Section 68 extends sec- 
tion 2 of the Government War Obligations Act, 1915, to which we 


have referred above. It is to apply to a sale of securities to the 
Treasury, as well as to the giving of securities to the Treasury in 
exchange for Government securities. A consideration of the 
current financial legislation seems to shew that the complications 
incident to raising the revenue have been increased by the war at 


least as much as the revenue itslf. 





Reviews. 
Book of the Week. 


The Decline of Liberty in England. By E. 8S. P 
(Grant Richards (Limited). 6s. net, 


HAYNES. 








Correspondence. 
The Execution of Captain Fryatt. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 
Sir,—I read with considerable interest your observations under 
“Current Topics’’ in your issue of the 5th inst., in which you 
concluded ‘by saying that the case is likely, in the future, to be 
an important element in settling the status of belligerent sub 
marines. The matter is certainly more than one of passing interest. 
The conduct of the war by Germany, in sinking both hostile 
given, and will continue to 


and neutral vessels, has, no doubt, 


give, masters of merchant ships good cause to consider the very 
presence of a German submarine to confer upon them the right to 
defend themselves without any overt act of offence by such 
submarine 


Now, inasmuch as the presence of a German submarine is to be 
taken as a menace to a British merchant ship, it would seem that 
the master has the right of opening fire at once in order to gain 
advantage over his enemy, and, if he should be captured, the 
Government of this country would no doubt claim on his behalf 
his right to resist attack 
after discussion, "Germany concedes this point, and 
suppose also a German merchant ship fires on a British sub- 
marine, and, on the master of such ship being captured, Germany 
claims the like right for him, should we not be within our rights in 
refusing such a claim? We could quite properly say that, having 
regard to the fact that it has not been our practice to sink enemy 
merchant ships without warning, he was not resisting an “ attack,” 
us the mere presence of a British submarine is not a menace, and 
quasi an attack. It would seem that the rights of 


Suppose 


therefore not 


belligerents could hardly be rendered equal. R. W. E 

August 9 

}Our e rrespond nt’s letter suggests one of the diffi ulties which 
arise in making the distinction of defence or attack depend on the 
conduct of belligerents in the wat Ep. N.J.) 

French jurispruder says the Daily Telegraph Paris correspondent 
on Wednesday. has just laid down that the expre Ion a scrap of 
paper s libellous when applied to anv document The case was not 

f creat importance. A tenant had not paid a landlord his rent, where 
upon the landlord, the tenant being mobilized, wrote to the Minister of 
War declaring that his tenant ‘‘ looks upon the agreement signed by him 
is a mere scrap of pape The tenant sued the landlord for libel, and 
the court has decided that vhereas the expression ‘a scrap of paper’ 
has now become history, and will for ever brand the nation which has 
exceeded all records of duplicity and infamy, and whereas to apply 
such terms to any person 18, and will alw ays be, the gravest insult to 
his honour,”’ therefore the landlord must pay £240 damages to the 


tenant for libel and a fine of 5f, and the court expressed regret that the 


said fine was the maximum it could by law impose 





be paid by means of the transfer of Exchequer bonds. These will 
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An Epitome of Recent Decisions on 


the Workmen's Compensation Act. 
By Arrnur L. B. THesicrr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
(Cases decided since the last Epitome, Vol. 60, page 477.) 


(1) DECISIONS ON THE WORDS “ACCIDENTS ARISING 
OUT 7 AND IN THE COURSE OF, THE EMPLOY- 
MENT.” 


Baker v. Earl of Bradford (H.L.: Viscount Haldane, Lords 
Sumner, Parmoor and Wrenbury, 12th and 15th May, 
1916). 

A miner started to leave the colliery by leave before the 

usual time. The usual way was to cross the jig-brow, an incline along 

which tubs containing coal were worked by means of a rope. At the 
ordinary times of arrival and departure the tubs were not being worked. 

When the miner reached the jig-brow the tubs were being worked, and 

the man in charge told him to wait until he had jigged four tubs. He 

waited until they were stationary, and then, before the stop block was 
covered, he pushed between two of the tubs; this freed the tubs, which 
began to move, causing him fatal injuries. The county court judge held 
that the applicant had failed to shew that the accident arose out of the 
miner's employment. The Court of Appeal held (Bankes, L.J., dissent- 
ing) that there was evidence to support the finding, and no misdirection. 

Decision.—It was a question of fact, and there was evidence to sup- 
port the finding that the accident was due entirely fo the deceased's own 

conduct. (Case reported Soricrror’s Journat, 20th May, 1916, p. 493; 

W. N., 20th May, 1916, p. 202; Z. 7. newspaper, 20th May, 1916, 

p 42.) 


Fact 


Oates v. Thomas Turner. & Co. (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., Pickford and Warrington, L.JJ., 10th July, 1916). 


Facts.—A jobbing grinder by contract occupied space at the respon- 
dents’ works, for which he paid rent. The respondents were to supply 
him with work at agreed prices. He was also allowed to take in work 
for other firms, and while engaged on such work he was injured by acci- 
dent. The county court judge held that, as he was subject to the respon 
dents’ control, the relationship of master and servant existed, and he 
awarded compensation 


Even if the relationship of master and servant existed, 
the accident did not arise in the course of the grinder’s employment by 


DECISION 


(From note taken in court. 


639; Times 


Case reported Soxicirors’ 


llth July, 1916.) 


the respondents. 
JOURNAL, 22nd July, 1916, p 


Fow v. Rees d& Kirhy (Limited) (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., Pickford and Warrington, L.JJ., 10th July, 1916). 


A workman was employed by contractors, who were engaged 
at an explosive manufactory, which was situated in an 
out-of-the-way spot by the seashore. There was a private railway to the 
manufactory, along which most of the workmen walked; this was 
allowed by the contractors and the manufacturers There were two 
other ways to the manufactory, which some of the men used, but neither 
was convenient The workman met with an accident while walking 
along the railway line. The county court judge held, that by using the 
line, the workman added a peril to his employment which prevented the 
accident arising out of and in the course of his employment. 

Decision (dubitante, Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R.).—The peril was one 
which it was proper for the workman to incur, as the way of approach 
was a recognized and permitted one. (From note taken in court. Case 
reported L. 7’. newspaper, 5th August, 1916, p. 251.) 


Facts 
on a contract 


Highley v. Lancashire & Yorkshire Railway Co. (C.A.: Lord 
Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Pickford and Warrington, L.JJ., 
l7th July, 1916). 


Facts.—A railway servant went to a station to receive instructions; 
he then had to wait for an hour until a train started to take him back 
again. He decided to have his breakfast, which he had brought with 
him, but started to cross the rails in order to get some hot water from 
a messroom, where he was entitled to go. He could have gone by a 
bridge or a subway, either of which was a longer way than that chosen. 
While crossing the rails he was killed. The county court judge held 
that he had added a risk to his employment which took him out of the 
sphere of that employment 

Dectston.—He was taking one of the three courses by which access 
could be obtained to the messroom, where he was entitled to go; that 
course, though the most risky, was also the most usual one for railway 
servants to take to the knowledge of the employers, and therefore he 
was not taking upon himself an added risk. (From note taken in court. 
Case reported L. 7’. newspaper, 29th July, 1916, p. 233; Z. J. news 
paper, 5th August, 1916, p. 398.) 





Ince v. Reigate Education Committee (C.A.: Lord Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., Pickford and Warrington, L.JJ., 18th, 
19th and 29th July, 1916). 


Facts.—A nurse was employed to inspect children employed at certain 
elementary schools, whose names were sent to the doctor by teachers as 
requiring attention. When engaged she was told she would have to ride 
a bicycle, and one was provided for her by the education committee 
She had to ride from six to ten miles a day. While so riding she met 
with an accident and was injured. The county court judge held that 
her occupation exposed her to abnormal risk, out of which the accident 
arose; that she had to travel many hours a day over a large area, 
through which the Brighton road ran, and frequently had to mount and 
dismount. 

Decision.—The nurse was only exposed to ordinary street risks. The 
judge had found she was exposed to abnormal risks, but as he had given 
three reasons for the finding, two of which were not supported by the 
evidence, and the third af which seemed irrelevant, the Court could 
consider the question, and came to the conclusion that the nurse was 
not exposed to abnormal risks. Appeal allowed. (From note taken in 
court. Case reported Soticitors’ JournaL, 5th August, 1916, p. 666; 
Times, 31st July, 1916; W. N., 5th August, 1916, p. 313; LZ. 7. news 
paper, 5th August, 1916, p. 251.) 


Kettle v. McKay & Ryland (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., Pickford and Warrington, L.JJ., 19th and 20th 
July, 1916). 

A workman was sent on a very hot day to deliver a parcel 

some distance from his employers’ shop. He got to the front door of 

the house, but found that the occupants were away from home. Half 
an hour later he was seen sitting on the coping at the top of the steps 
leading to the front door of that house. Shortly afterwards he fell off 
the coping into the area and was killed. The county court judge held 
that the accident did not arise out of the employment. 

Dectston.—The judge was right. (From note taken in court. Case 


reported, L. 7’. newspaper, 5th August, 1916, p. 251.) 


Pyper v. Manchester Liners (Limited) (C.A.: Lord Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., Pickford and Warrington, L.JJ., 20th, 
2ist and 3lst July, 1916). 


Facrs.+-A fireman and coal trimmer employed on a ship which on 5th 
June, 1915, was in the Red Sea, suffered greatly from the heat, as did 
all those similarly employed. He was persuaded to continue working 
and given medicine ; he continued working intermittently until the afte: 
noon of 6th June, when he died. The cause of death entered in the 
log was stated to be ‘‘ heat stroke.’’ The county court judge held that 
’ imported something sudden, and awarded compensation. 

Deciston.—The judge attached too much importance to the wording 
of the certificate. There was no suddenness or unexpectedness about 
the death in this case, and there was a voluntary submission to a normal 
cause affecting most of those employed in the stokehold. Appeal 
allowed. (From note taken in court. Case reported, Times, 31st July, 
1916; W. N., 5th August, 1916, p. 314; Z. 7. newspaper, 5th August, 
1916, p. 250.) 


Facts. 


** stroke ’ 


(To be continued.) 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


GREAT CENTRAL RAILWAY CO. ». HEWLETT. 
28th July. 


Ramtway CompaNy-+Gates AND Posts MAINTAINED at STATION APPROACH 
Unper Sratutory AuTHORITY—DARKENING OF StREETS ORDER—T Ax! 
caB CoLLipes witu Posts—AcTIon ror DAaMAGES—ALLEGED BREACH 
or Duty To TAKE REASONABLE PRECAUTIONS TO RENDER AppRoACH 
Sare—Derence or THE Reatm Consetipation Act, 1914 (5 Gro. 5, 
c. 51), s. 1—ReEGuLATIONS MADE THEREUNDER. 

By a private Act of Parliament a railway company was empower d 
to maintain certain posts and gates which led into their station-yard, 
and which had been erected by them in the highway, and to renew and 
replace the same in the same site and position. The Act was silent us 
to any duty of lighting the highway, and, in fact, the site was lighted 
by the local authority. By virtue of the regulations made under the 
Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act, 1914, the lighting of th: 
approach had been considerably reduced. The plaintiff, in response to 
a call, was driving his taxi-cab into the station-yard upon a dark night, 
and failed to see the posts, and collided with them. . In an action by 
H., claiming damages for injuries thus sustained, the jury awarded 
him damages, and the Court of Appeal, dismissing the appeal by the 
company, held that, as the company was bound to use the powers vest: 
in them reasonably, there was a duty cast upon them to take pre- 
cautions for the safety of the public, and if by a reasonable exercise 
of their powers—as, for example, by painting the a white or placing 
lanterns on them—they could have prevented the happening of the acc: 
dent, it was open to the jury to find they had been negligent, and had 








4th, 6th, and 
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committed a breach of their duty to H. as a member of the public. 
The company appealed. 

Held, that there was no duty upon the company to illuminate the 
posts, and that they were entitled to judgment. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (60 Soticrrors’ JourNnax, 428; 114 LZ. 7. 
Rep. 713) reversed. 

Appeal by the defendants from an order of the Court of Appeal 
{reported ante, p. 428). The facts sufficiently appear from the head- 
note. At the close of the arguments judgment was reserved. 

Lord Parker said the action turned on the question of negligence. 
The negligence alleged was the omission of the company (1) to illuminate 
the posts to a degree sufficient to enable the respondent to avoid a 
collision; (2) to paint the posts white so as to render them more 
visible ; (3) to board up the trellis-work so that the obstacle could not 
he seen through ; and (4) to take precautions to warn persons using the 
highway of the existence of the obstacle. It was proved that the com- 
pany had done none of these things. If, therefore, as held by Darling, 
J., and the Court of Appeal, the company were under a duty to take 
such steps as might from time to time be reasonable for the protection 
of the public against collision with the posts, it was a question for the 
jury whether the company ought reasonably, under the circumstances, 
to have done any of the things the omission to do which was relied on 
as constituting negligence, and the appeal must fail. If, on the other 
hand, their lordships were of opinion that the company were under no 
such duty, the appeal must succeed. It was undoubtedly a well-settled 
principle of law that when statutory powers are conferred they must 
be exercised with reasonable care, so that if those who exercised 
them could by reasonable care have prevented the injury which 
had been occasioned, or was likely to be occasioned, by their 
exercise, damages for negligence might be recovered. To bring 
this principle into play in the present case the company must 
be shewn to have exercised a statutory power, the exercise of which 
was likely to occasion, and did occasion, the collision. The only statu- 
tory power which the company could be said to have been exercising 
was the power to maintain the posts conferred by section 31 of their 
private Act of 1902. What was the meaning of the word ‘‘ maintain’ 
as there used? Negatively it released the company from any obligation 
whith might otherwise have existed to remove the posts. Positively it 
enabled the company to do what was necessary to keep the posts there. 
It was only in its negative aspect that the company could be said to 
have exercised this power. It had, in fact, done nothing at all. In 
his opinion, the principle relied on had no application under such cir- 
cumstances. For it to be applicable the company must be doing some- 
thing involving risk to others without taking reasonable precautions to 
obviate such'risk. He thought the only two cases of the many cited 
that were in point were Manley v. St. Helens Co. (2 H. & N. 840) and 
Moore v. Lambeth Waterworks (17 Q. B. D. 462). There the defen- 
dants, pursuant to a statutory power, had affixed a fire-plug in a high 
way. By the wearing away in time of the road the fire-plug projected 
half an inch above the surface. The plaintiff fell over the plug and 
was injured. The rights of the public in that were no greater than 
they would have been if the road had been dedicated with the plug 
already there : Fisher & Prowse (4 B. & 8. 770). The decision appeared 
to be directly in point, and he saw no reason from dissenting from the 
conclusion come to by the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Lindley 


and Lopes, L.JJ.). He was therefore of opinion that this appeal should 


succeed. 

Lords Sumner and Wrensury read judgments to the same effect. 
CounseL, for the appellants, Sir John Simon, K.C., 
Gordon Hewart, K.C., and Barrington-Ward; for the respondent, 
Jowitt. Sorictrors, Dixon H. Davies; Oswald Hickson &: Field. 

[Reported by Easxrne Reip, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Appeal allowed. 


Court of Appeal. 


BRITISH UNION AND NATIONAL INSURANCE CO. v. RAWSON. 
No. 1. 30th June; 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 14th July. 


Contract—INDEMNITY—ASSIGNMENT TO PRINCIPAL CREDITOR—MARRIED 
Woman WItTHOUT SEPARATE EstateE—ASSIGNABILITY OF CONTRACT TO 
INDEMNIFY—EXTENT OF INDEMNIFIER’S LIABILITY. 

Under a contract of indemnity the rights of the person indemnified 
are not merely personal, but are capable of being assigned to the 
creditor or any other person, and the indemnifier is liable to pay the 
full amount, although the person indemnifie d, having no estate, has not 
suffered any loas in an action at the suit of the principal creditor. 

A married woman, holding shares in a company on which there was 
a heavy liability for unpaid calls, transferred them to an imfant, a 
nominee of the defendant, a director of the company, who indemnified 
her against her liability. The company recovered judgment in an 
action aqanst her for unpaid calls, but she had no sx parate estate. She 
thereupon assigned her rights under the contract of indemnity to the 
company, which brought an action against the indemnifier. 

Held, that he waa liable to the full amount of the judgment. 

Re Perkins (1898, 2 Ch. 182) followed and applied. 

Appeal by the defendant from a decision of Astbury, J. (reported 
1916, 2 Ch. 252). The defendant was a director and shareholder in 
the plaintiff company. In 1910 Jane Bond, the wife of Herbért Bond, 
was the registered shareholder of 840 shares in the company of £1 each, 





of which 5s. only was paid up, and there was an uncalled liability of 
15s. on each. About this time there was much dissatisfaction among 
a section of the shareholders, including Mrs. Bond, who were repre- 
sented by a Mr. Wheelock, a Birmingham stockbroker, and the direc- 
tors decided upon a scheme for the purchase of these shareholders’ 
shares. A transfer of Mrs. Bond’s shares to the defendant was accord- 
ingly prepared, and sent to him signed by her, but he returned it, and 
asked that it should be made out to one Bill, a clerk in his office and 
an infant, a fact not known to Mrs. Bond. In a further letter the 
defendant agreed to indemnify Mrs. Bond against any liability for 
calls upon the shares held by her upon her execution of the transfer 
to Bill. The transfer was executed, and Bill was registered as the 
holder of the shares. On 17th June, 1912, the plaintiff company went 
into liquidation, and Bill being an infant, the liquidator placed Mrs. 
Bond on the list of contributories. On 6th July, 1914, the company 
recovered judgment against her for £630 calls, with interest and costs, 
in the form settled in Scott v. Morley (20 Q. B. D. 120), but as she 
had no separate estate the judgment was fruitless. On 8th February, 
1915, the liquidator took an assignment from Mrs. Bond of the defen- 
dant’s contract to indemnify her against her liability on the shares, and 
of all moneys that might then or thereafter become payable by the 
defendant under it. And the plaintiff company covenanted with Mrs. 
Bond that they would not at any time enforce the said judgment 
against her, except to the extent of the moneys recoverable from the 
defendant under his contract of indemnity. The company, having 
given notice of this assignment to the defendant, on 16th March, 1915, 
commenced this action to recover the £630. Astbury, J., yave judg- 
ment for the plaintiff company, and the defendant appealed. (ur. adv, 
vult. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., concurred with the judgments delivered 
by the other members of the Court. 

Picxrorp, L.J., having stated the facts, proceeded to deal with the 
action, of which the first two turned on the 
facts, and do not call for any report. The remaining two were of 
general importance. The defendant contended that, as the judgment 
was only against Mrs. Bond’s separate estate, and she had none, and 
had paid and could pay nothing, she had lost nothing, and as it was 
a contract to indemnify her only against actual there was no 
liability ; and, as a further point, that a contract of indemnity was not 
assignable. ‘There was authority at common law for holding that an 
indemnity was confined to protecting the indemnified against actual loss, 
and not against liability : te Perkins (1898, 2 Ch. 182); but, however 
that might be, the indemnity was not so confined in equity. The 
indemnified might call upon the indemnifier to pay the debt either to 
him or to the principal creditor before having paid himself : Lacey v. 
Hill (L. R. 18 Eq 182): Ke Law Guarantee, &c., Society (Limited) 
(1914, 2 Ch. 617). And in the case of the bankruptcy or liquidation ot 
the indemnified, the indemnifier must pay the full amount of the 
liability, and not merely the amount of a dividend payable by his 
estate. But it was argued that that principle did not extend to the 
case of a married woman with a judgment against her separate estate, 
of which she had none: Jrittsh Dominions, dc. (Limited) Duder 
(1915, 2 K. B. 394), where it was held that an indemnifier was only 
liable to pay to a person whom he had reinsured the percentage of 
loss for which he had compromised the claim of the original assured. 
But in that case there was no liability of the original insurer until the 
compromise was made. No loss was established, because the original 
claim was settled. On the same prin iple Eve, J., had decided Rendall 
v. Morphew (112 L. T. 285). A married woman with a judgment against 
her in respect of her separate estate position analogous to 
that which arose in the case of bankruptcy or liquidation, although she 
might have at the time separate The liability was stil) 
there, and might be enforced against any future separate estate that 
might accrue to her, and she was entitled to be relieved of that li ibility 
The question remained whether the contract* was assignabl« It was a 


question of importance only to the principal creditor, for an assi 
Sut still, in 


defences raised to the 


loss, 


was in a 


no estate. 


nment 


to anyone else was so improbable as to be almost negligible 
& power to assign gener lly ind 
uplr i} 


was as to his 


»vered by the decision in Re Perkin 
LuUSsé t 


principle the question 
lordship thought it was c¢ 
It was said a contract of indemnity was not assignable, be: 
a personal contract which only the person indemnified « 

But in Re Perkins such a contract was held to be part of the 
of a bankrupt, which vested in, and was assignable by, | 
Personal contracts did not as a rule vest in the trustee, and the 
to assign given by the bankruptcy to the trustee did not extend to 
make contracts assignable, which were not in their nature assignable 
by the bankrupt, though it might remove objections arising from the 
doctrines of champerty and maintenance. ‘The result of those cases 
went very far, because it established in effect that in the 


insolvent debtor a contract to indemnify him had the same result as a 
1 he ay }* i] 
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ld enforce, 
property 
trustee. 
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case of an 


guarantee to the principal creditor of payment of the debt 


failed, and would be dismissed. 


Warrincton, L.J., 
to Cruse v. Paine (L. R. 4 
5 Eq. 9), and Re Ric hardson 
previously cited.—CowunseEL, 
Hon. Frank Russell, z.C.. 
Foss, Bilbrough, Plaskitt, & Co 

[Reported by H. Laneronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


delivered judgme nt to the same effect, referring 


Ch. App. 441), Hvans v. Wood (L. R. 
(1911, 2 K. B. 705), besides the cases 
Maugham, K.C., and Dighton Pollock; 
and Stamp Soricrrors, Nordon & Drury; 
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PLACE v. RAWTENSTALL CORPORATION. No.2. Ist June. 


Postic Heatrn—Pam Ciroset—Norice to Susstrrurs Water CLosetT— 
Famure sy Owner or Premises To Execure Work—Work Done 1N 
Deravutt py Locat AurHoriry—Expense or “‘ Sucn Work ’’—Damace 
To Owner's Premises—Exemprion rrom Liasiiry To Pay—Raw- 
TENSTALL Corporation Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. Lxxvut.), s. 257 


The plaintiff, who was the owner of certain premises in a terrace, was 
served with a notice to convert his pail closet on the premises into a 
water closet, and connect the same with a sewer. The notice not having 
been complied with, the corporation, as the local sanitary authority, did 
the work. In carrying out the work they constructed a joint sewer to 
carry away the sewage from other buildings as well as that of the plain- 
tif. The cost having been apportioned, the plaintiff refused to pay his 
share on the ground that his premises had been injuriously affected by 
subsidence, and he claimed compensation. The matter was referred to 
an arbitrator, who awarded the plaintiff damages. The defendants 
denied liability, relying on their local Act, section 257 of which provided, 
in effect, that where the local authority executed work in default of the 
owner or other person required to do the work, the corporation ‘‘ shall 
not as between themselves and such other person, in the absence of any 
negligence on the a of the corporation, be liable to pay any damages 
consequent upon the doing of such work. - 


Held. that aa the work which had been done, and which caused the 
subsidence, was more than the work which by the notice the plaintiff 
was required to do, the plaintiff was not in “* default” within the mean- 
ing of section 257 The damage, therefore, did not result from ** such 
work,”’ and the defendants could not claim the exemption contained in 
the section, and were liable under the award 


Appeal by the defendant corporation from a judgment of Ridley, J., 
in an action tried by him without a jury at Manchester Assizes. On 
25th August, 1909, the defendants, acting as the local sanitary authority, 
gave notice in writing to the plaintiff, who was the owner of a copy 
hold house at Rawtenstall, that, pursuant to a resolution passed by the 
Health Committee and adopted by the council, he was required to con- 
vert his pail closet on the said premises into a water closet, and connect 
the same with a sewer. The plaintiff not having complied with the 
notice within the twenty-eight days allowed him by the notice, the 
defendants proceeded to carry out the work. To do so they constructed 
a joint sewer to carry away the sewage from other buildings as well as 
that of the plaintiff at a total cost of £54, of which the plaintiff’s share 
was £11. This sum he refused to pay, on the ground that his premises 
had been injuriously affected by subsidence, and he claimed compensa 
tion. The matter was referred to an arbitrator, who awarded £46 as 
damages and £62 12s. for taxed costs. The defendants denied liability 
under section 257 of their local Act, which provided that ‘‘ Whenever 
the corporation or the surveyor under this Aet-or any general or local 
Act or any bye-law for the time being in force within the borough, 
execute, re-execute or alter any work or do any act or thing in default 
or at the request of the owner, occupier or other person required to do 
such work, act or thing, the corporation shal] not, as between them- 
selves and such owner, occupier or other person, in the absence of 
negligence on the part of the corporation or the surveyor or of any 
contractor or other person employed by them or him, be liable to pay 
any damages, costs, charges or expenses for or in respect of or conse 
quent upon the executing of such work any and such 
damages paid by the corporation shall be part of the 
expenses payable by such owner, occupier or other person, and shall be 
recoverable accordingly.’’ 


Scrutron, J., who delivered the judgment of the Court, said that 
section 257, as it took away the ordinary right of the owner to be paid 
for damage to his premises by work done by another, must be construed 
strictly against the corporation and in favour of the person whose 
common jaw right was taken away. The pipe which had been laid along 
the plaintiff's passage was sufficient to conduct the sewage or rain 
water of eight or nine houses. It was not, therefore, in the words of 
the section, work in respect of which the plaintiff was ‘‘in default,’ 
and the damage did not result from failure to perform “ such work ”’ by 
the plaintiff, as that work was defined by the notice. It was correct, no 
doubt, to say that it included the work which the plaintiff should have 
done, but it included much more, and there was no finding that the 
damage caused was only caused by the work which the plaintiff had 
received a notice to do. For these reasons it appeared that the cor- 
poration did not bring themselves within the clause intended to exempt 
them, in the absence of negligence, from a claim for damages arising 
from the fact that they had done the work which the person served 
with a notice had failed to do himself, and they remained, therefore, 
under the ordinary liability at common law to make good damage done 
to the property of another. The judgment appealed from must be 
affirmed, and the appealed dismissed with costs. 


Lord Reaptnea, C.J., and Warrincton, L.J., agreed. Order accord- 
ingly.—Counset, for the appellants, P. 0. Lawrence, K.C., and R. 
Sutton; for the respondent, Atkinson, K.C., and 7. Eastham (for F. B. 
Merriman, serving with His Majesty's Forces). Soticrrors, Thom 
sons, Quarrell, & Jones, for C. H. Pickstone, Radcliffe; W oodeoek, 
Ryland, & Parker, for Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden. 
[Reported by Ensxine Raw, Barrister-at-Law.] 











DAYIES ». EDINBURGH LIFE ASSURANCE CO. No. 2. 
18th and 19th July. 


Practice—Costs—PayYMENt into Court witH a Dentat or LiaBirry— 
Recovery or Less tHAN Amount Pap 1x—Costs oF Issug Founp 
FoR PLaintirF—R.S.C., orp. 22, rr. 1, 6; orp. 65, RR. 1, 2. 


A plaintiff sued the defendants for negligence. The defendants paid 
money into court with a denial of liability.. The plaintiff proceeded to 
trial. The jury found the defendants were negligent and assessed th: 
damages at less than the sum paid into court. Lawrence, J., ordered 
the plaintiff to pay the defendants’ costs of the issue of negligence, not 
being satisfied that the plaintiff had reasonable grounds, within R.S.( 
ord. 22, r. 6, for not accepting the sum paid in. The plaintiff appealed 
and asked for a new trial on the ground that the quantum of damages 
was inadequate, and also that he ought not to have been ordered to pe / 
the costs of the defendants on the issue on which he succeeded. 

Held, that the plaintiff, although not entitled to be paid the costs of 
the issue on which he had succeeded, had wrongly been ordered to pey 
the defendants’ costs of that issue, and the appeal as to costs must } 
allowed. 

Winkle & Co. (Limited) v. Gent & Son (31 R. P. C. 473) held not ¢ 
apply to the present case 


The plaintiff sued the defendant company to recover damages for 
personal injuries sustained by him in a lift accident. The defendants 
paid £450 into court with a denial of liability. The defendants pro 
ceeded. to trial. The jury found that the defendants were negligent, 
and assessed the damages at £200. The learned Judge ordered che 
plaintiff to pay the defendants’ costs oft the issue of negligence, not 
being satisfied that the plaintiff had reasonable grounds for not accept- 
ing the sum paid in. The plaintiff appealed and asked for a new trial 
on the ground that the damages were insufficient, and also he appealed 
against the order directing him to pay the defendants’ costs of the issu: 
of negligence. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., in-giving judgment, said that, although th« 
amount awarded was certainly small, he thought this was not a case in 
which the Court should say that there should be a new trial, and as to 
that part of the appeal it would be dismissed. The plaintiff, however, 
having established that the company were liable for the accident, com 
plained that the order had been so drawn up that he had to pay th 
costs of the issue on which he succeeded subsequent to the payment 
into court by the company. By ord. 22, r. 6, it was provided, by its 
concluding paragraph, which was added by the Rules of the Suprem: 
Court (August), 1913, ‘‘ that a plaintiff who does not accept money paid 
into court with a denial of liability, but proceeds to trial and does not 
recover more than the sum paid into court, shall not be allowed his 
costs of the issues as to liability, unless the judge is satisfied that ther« 
are reasonable grounds for not accepting the sum paid in.’’ The learned 
Judge here was not satisfied, and therefore he was entitled to make th« 
order so far as it deprived the plaintiff of his costs. What the plai: 
tiff complained of, that although in the circumstances the Judge w: 
entitled to direct that he should not be paid the costs of the order on 
which he had succeeded, yet he ought not to have been ordered to pay 
the defendants’ costs of that issue. His lordship thought that com 
plaint was well founded, and in that respect the order appealed from 
would be rectified. The appeal as to amount failed, the appeal as to 
costs succeeded, and as each party had partly succeeded on the appeal, 
each party would have to bear his own costs of the appeal. 

Puititmore and Bankes, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsest, for the appel 
lant, Greer, K.C., A. R. Kennedy, and F. J. Tucker ; for the defendants, 
Rigby Swift, K.C., and Greaves Lord. Sotricrrors, Cartwright & Cun 
ningham, for Donnison & Edwards, Liverpool ; Gasquet, Metcalfe, & Co., 
for Gradwéll & Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by Ersxins Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BOYER’S SETTLED ESTATES. Sargant, J. 23rd June. 


Serrtep Lanp—Witt—Drrection To Attow CHILDREN TO OccuPY 
House wHite UNMARRIED—WHoO ARE THE PERSONS DEEMED TO BE THE 
TENANT FoR Lire UNDER THE Acts ?—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 
46 Vict. c. 38), s. 2, sup-section 5; s. 58, suB-SECTION 1 (6). 


Where a testator provided that a certain property should be held by 
his trustees upon trust to permit such one or more of his children, 
who should for the time being be unmarried and should desire to reside 
therein, to use and enjoy such property so long as they or any of them 
should remain and should so desire to reside there, 

Held, that two surviving unmarried children so residing there were 
to be deemed to be or constitute the tenant for life within the meaning 
of the Settled Land Acts, so as to give them a power to sell under such 
Acts. Such applicants are beneficially entitled in possession, and ar: 
within section 58, sub-section 1, persons whose estates are liable to ceas¢ 
during their lives by conditional limitations. 


This was a summons asking for a declaration that Beatrice Boyer and 
Herbert Boyer, as the only unmarried children of the testator, who 
used and occupied the testator’s residence called ‘The Grange,’ 
toyether constituted the tenant for life under the settlement created by 
the testator’s will, and as such ought to be entitled to exercise the 
powers conferred on tenants for life by the Settled Land Acts, 1882 
























1890. The facts were these: William Boyer, by his will in 1901, 
appointed his wife and his sons, Samuel Boyer and Henry Boyer, 
and also E. A. Collins, his executors and trustees, and bequeathed 
eertain things to his wife other. than his effects at his house called 
“The Grange.” He then bequeathed his leasehold premises known 
as “‘ The Grange ”’ and the premises comprised therewith, together with 
the effects thereat, upon trust to permit and suffer his wife during her 
life to occupy “‘ The Grange,”’ she paying all rents, rates, &c., and observ- 
ing the covenants in the lease, and to use and enjoy the effects, and after 
her death upon trust to permit such one or more of his children who 
should for the time being be unmarried and should desire to reside at 
“The Grange,”’ to occupy ‘‘ The Grange” and to use and enjoy his 
effects at ‘‘The Grange’’ so long as any one or more of his said 
children should remain unmarried and should desire to reside there, he, 
she, or they paying all rents, rates, &c., and observing and performing 
the covenants on the part of the lessee contained in the lease; and 
after the marriage of all his children or the death of his last sur- 
viving child, whichever should first happen, or when all his unmarried 
children should give notice in writing to his trustees that none of 
them desired to reside in ‘“‘ The Grange,’ then his trustees were directed 
to hold ‘‘The Grange’’ and his effects in ‘‘The Grange’’ upon 
similar trusts in favour of his son Samuel, to those in favour of his 
wife, and his son Samuel to hold ‘‘ The Grange’’ and the effects in 
“The Grange”’ upon the trusts therein mentioned. He devised and 
bequeathed his residue to his wife for life, and after her death for 
certain of his children. He died in 1905 and his widow in 1909. Since 
the death of the widow Beatrice and Herbert, his then only un 
married children, had used and occupied ‘‘ The Grange ’’ as their 
residence and enjoyed the use of the effects therein, and it was now 
sought to constitute them a tenant for life for the purpose of selling 
or leasing the property within the meaning of section 58, sub-section 
1 (6), of the Act of 1882, they being “ beneficially entitled in posses 
sion,’ subject to determination within section 2, sub-section 5, of that 
Act. Counsel for the plaintiffs contended that they were the tenants 
for life, and had power to sell under the Settled Land Acts, and relied 
on Re Carne’s Settled Estates (1899, 1 Ch. 324) and Re Baroness 
Llanover’s Will (1903, 2 Ch. 16). Counsel for the defendants contended, 
first, that since the plaintiffs wished to sell, they were not desirous to 
reside at ‘“‘ The Grange,”’ and secondly that they were not tenants for 
life because they had no estate, but merely a permission to reside. 
They had no estate for life in the property. They relied on May v. 
May (1881, 44 L. T. 412), Re Paget’s Settled Estates (1885, 29 Ch. D. 
161), Re Hazle’s Settled Estates (1885, 29 Ch. D. 78), Re Bond’s Estate 
(48 Soricrrors’ Journat, 192), Re Edwards’ Settlement (1897, 2 Ch 
412), and Re Eastman’s Settled Estates (1898, W. N. 170). 

SARGANT, J., after stating the facts, said : The question in this case 
is whether the unmarried son and daughter who are in fact occupying 
“The Grange ”’ are the persons having the powers of a tenant for life 
within the meaning of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890. The two 
applicants are persons who under the will are beneficially entitled 
to possession of the settled Jand and conform so far to the definition 
in section 2, sub-section 5, of the Settled Land Act, 1882. They are 
not tenants for life because they do not hold for their lives, and there 
fore are not within that provision; but, on the extension of that pro- 
vision in section 58, sub-section 1 (6), as to the powers given to tenants 
for life, it was contended that these powers are not given to persons 
for the time being beneficially entitled in possession, but to a tenant 
for life or for the life of another only. In my opinion this view is 
incorrect, and they are beneficially entitled te the possession of the 
settled land within the meaning of section 2, sub-section 5, of the Act 
of 1882, but they are not so for “‘ that life’’ within the very words of 
that sub-section. But the Acts must be interpreted on broad lines, and 
the effect of section 58 is to give a large class of persons referred to 
in the nine sub-sections of that 58th section, who are not in a strict 
sense tenants for life, the powers of a tenant for life, and, apart from 
that, the persons referred. to in section 58 are persons who fall within 
the definition of section 2, sub-section 5. If these persons are bene- 
ficially entitled to possession of the settled land they are then brought 
within section 58, because their estates are liable to cease by their dis 
continuing a desire to reside (see Re Paget (supra), Re Eastman (supra), 
Re Baroness Llanover's Will (supra) ), and, applying the maxim id certum 
est quod cer reddi potest, when once the unmarried children exercise 
the option become entitled to the beneficial possession of the 
land within section 2, sub-section 5, and through the operation of sec- 
tion 58, 1 tion 1 (6), are not deprived of their rights because of 
the provision contained in the will for their determination.—CounseL, 
Alexander ( * K.C., and J. BE. Ward; Mark Romer, K.&., and 
Stokes; Hul! Soricitors, Collins &} Co.; Dod, Longstaffe, Son, &: 


* Fenwick. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-et-Law.] 


Re GROSVENOR. GROSVENOR AND OTHERS v. GROSVENOR. 
Astbury, J. 20th July. 


Wu :veTION—Spectric Lecacres—Cost or TRANSFER— 
T sce—On Siecrric LecaTees on on Resipve. 


The cos 
the execut 


meter of specific legacies are not costs incurred by 
tting in the estate for distribution, but are incurred 


. after the leqacies have been assented to by the executors, and 
accordina’ te must all be borne by the specific legatees, because 
they are h the specific legatees must pay in order to complete 
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their title to their specific property, which the executors, after assent, 
hold as trustees for them, and not as executors. 

Re de Sommery (1912, 2 CA. 622) and Re Scott (1915, 1 Ch. 592) 
applied. 

This was a summons to determine (inter alia) how the costs of the 
transfer of certain specific legacies ought to be borne. The testator, 
after directing payment of his debts and funeral and testamentary 
expenses, gave and bequeathed the whole of his property to his wife 
(who died before him) for her life, and appointed her and the 
plaintifis to be his executors and trustees He made various specific 
bequests of railway shares, company shares and mortgages to various 
specific legatees, and he also gave many pecuniary legacies and a life 
annuity. There was a power to postpone and a gift of the residue to cer- 
tain residuary legatees. The testator died in 1913, and his debts and 
the greater part of the death duties: had been paid, but the estate was 
not yet fully wound up, and owing to the depreciation ‘of securities it 
was now doubtful if the pecuniary legacies would be paid in full. The 
plaintiffs had assented to the specific legacies, and were prepared to 
transfer them, but there was a question as to how the costs of the 
transfer were to be borne whether by the specific legatees or by the 
residue. Counsel for the specific legatees contended that the whole of 
the costs of transfer should be borne by the residue. Counsel for the 
pecuniary legatees contended that the specific legatees must at any rate 
bear their own costs of perusing, accepting, stamping, and registering 
the transfers. 

Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said : The costs of transfer are 
not costs incurred by the plaintiffs in getting in the estate for distribu- 
tion, but they are incurred after the specific legacies have been assented 
to. On the principle of Re de Sommery (1912, 2 Ch. 622) and Pe Scott 
(1915, 1 Ch. 592) these are costs and expenses which the separate 
specific legatees must pay in order to complete their title to their 
specific property, which after assent the plaintiffs hold as trustees for 
them, and not. as executors. The specific legatees must bear the whole 
costs of transfer, including the executors’ costs.—Counset. H. S. Pres 
ton ; Chetham-Strode; J. H. Stamp; H. T. Methold; Christopher Far- 
well Soxticrrors, A. 8. Potter d Co.; Francis, Miller. & Steels 
Stringe: ad Stringer. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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ae itty 
King’s Bench Division. 
JOHNSTON v. BRAHAM & CAMPBELL. Div. Court. 22nd May. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—MISSTATEMENTS BY AGENT—MEASURE OF 
DAMAGES. 

The defendants, as agents of the plaintiff, obtained a music-hall 
engagement for her, in which she was to be paid on sharing terms, but 
they ne qlige ntly misrepresented to her the takings of the hall Tn an 
action jor damage x by he r. F 

Held, that the proper measure of damages was the amount she was 
actually out of pocket by reason of hey accepting the engagement and 
also damages for loss of time based on the average value of her time to 
her, but not any damages the ascertainment of which involved 
speculation 
been true. 


any 
to what she might have earned had the representations 


Appeal from the Westminster County Court. The plaintiff, the pro 
prietress of a revue called ‘‘ Mgsical Milestones,” employed tine defen 
dants, theatrical agents, to procure engagements for her company. The 
defendants found her a week’s engagement on sharing terms at the 
Palace Music Hall, Northampton, representing to her that the gross 
weekly takings of the hall were £250, which was not the fact. The 
plaintiff brought an action against the defendants for damages, and the 
county court judge, holding that there had been negligence on the part 
of the defendants, awarded her £55, being £35 as to her out-of pocket 
expenses—her right to which was not challenged on the appeal—and a 
further sum of £20. The defendants appealed in respect of this latte: 
sum. It was contended on their behalf that the plaintiff was only 
entitled to the actual loss she had sustained—namely, £35—that is, to 
be put in the same position as she would have been in had she never 
met the defendants Cassaboglou v. Gibb (27.Souticrtors’ Journat 
517; 11 Q. B. D. 797) and Salvesen v. Rederi Aktiebolaget Nordstjer- 
nan (1905, A. C. 302) were referred to For the plaintiff it was con 
tended that she was entitled to the sum she would have earned had the 
representations been true, or damages corresponding to the value of the 
time she had lost, to be ascertained at an average rate. Bell v. Cun- 
ningham (3 Peters’ Rep. 69), an American case, was cited. 

_ Rowrartt, J., in giving judgment, said : It appears that the plaintiff 
incurred actual expenses to the extent of £35 in taking up this engage- 
ment, into which she was led by the negligence of the defendants, and 
her right to that sum is not disputed. The question is whether she is 
entitled to retain the further sum of £20 which she has been awarded. 
Where a person is misled by the negligence of an agent into entering 
into a transaction, and a loss ensues through his not obtaining that 
which he thought he would obtain, he is, of course, entitled to recover 
damages. He is entitled to the amount he has actually less in pocket 
than he had at the beginning; to be restored to the position in which 
he would have been had he never met the agent who has been guilty of 





a breach of duty towards him. I think it is clear that he cannot add 
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to that the loss of speculative profits which he might have made if he 
had had his time or money at his disposal instead of embarking them 
in the adventure which has miscarried. This is because the chain of 
proof is lacking; because it has to be assumed that profits would have 
been made. In a case where there has been a loss of money invested 
in consequence of the agent’s misrepresentations, the plaintiff would be 
able to claim the value of the money, that is, the interest, which is not 
a matter of speculation, but represents the accretion on the money 
during the time he was deprived of it. But he could not claim profits 
which he alleged he could have made had he had the use of the money. 
In this case it is not clear what the judge has done. If he awarded the 
£20 as representing what the plaintiff would have made if the takings 
had been as represented, I do not think she is entitled to it. The 
compensation to which she is entitled is not the profit which she would 
have made if the representations of the defendants had been true, but 
the loss she would have avoided if she had been carefully warned, and 
kept from embarking on this undertaking. I agree that the judge may 
have awarded the £20 in respect of time lost by the plaintiff, on the 
basis that time has an average value for her as it has for a shipowner 
who, having been negligently told by his agent that a cargo awaits him 
at a certain port, loses the time of his ship if it turn out that there 


isnocargo. If that was the view he took, I think it could be supported. 
As to the case ited, the first was ell v. Cunningham (supra), 
decided in the Supreme Court of the United States in the days of 
Chief Justice Marshall rhere an agent negligently failed to buy a 
certain article at a certain place. If he had purchased it the value of 


the article would have been so much, and the principal was held 
entitled to recover that value. But in that case there was direct proof 
of damage without recourse being had to any speculation, and the 
plaintiff did not recover more than would have actually been in his hands 
had his instructions been complied with. [His lordship also considered 
C'assahoglou (ibb upra) and Salvesen \v Rederi Aktiebolaget 
Nordstjernan (supra), holding that they did not apply, and continued :] 
The case of Chaplin vy. Hicks (55 Sottcrrors’ Journat, 580; 1911, 
2 K. B. 786) seems to refer to entirely different questions. The claim 


was in respect of the breach of an agreement to give a certain advertise- 
ment, and ex necessitate, the subject-matter of the contract being chance, 
that chance had to be estimated in money It was not a case of 
chance being a link in the chain of causation. If the judge gave the 
£20 as representing the value to be attached to the employment had 
the representations been true, he would be wrong, for the damages 


would not flow from the negligence. What would have happened was 
that the plaintiff would not have entered into the engagement, and 
could not, therefore, have earned the profits. Nor can the judgment 
be supported on the ground that if she had not taken this engagement 
she could have gone elsewhere and have earned specific profits, because 
speculation is thereby involved. But we think the judgment ought to 
be supported on the ground that the judge may have reasoned that the 
plaintiff had lost time, the value of which can be computed. The sum 


awarded is not unreasonable, and if we sent the case back, and the 
judge directed himself more entifically, it could only make a differ- 
ence of a few pound [Therefore the proper course is to dismiss the 
appeal 

SANKEY, J., agreed.—CounseL, Compston, K.C., Patrick Hastings, 


and Hugh Beazley; Hawke, K.C., and 2. Ff. Lever. Sotrcrrors, Wing 
held, Blew, d&- Kenward ; Roberts, Seyd, & Uo 
[Reported by W. L. L. Bert, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MEUX’S BREWERY CO. (LIM.) v. EAD. Avory,J. 2lst July 
LANDLORD AND 'TENANT—LicenseD PReMisEsS—LICENSEE’s LIABILITIES 
UNDER COVENANT—RESTRICTIONS UNDER Liquor Conrrot Reovta- 
TION Repvuction or Prorirs—Derence or THE Reatm (Ligvor Con 
rroL) Recuiations, 1915, cLavse 13. 
The licensee of two licensed houses in London having covenanted 


with the pe fiff to pay them interest on mortgages, and quarterly 
eun ym accor i ipal, alleged that, since he executed the deed, 
the profits ma his licensed premise had been so reduced by the 
restriction of hours and prohibition of treating by the Liquor Control 
Kiequlationa that / was unable to perform his covenants. 

Held, that the word “ impossible” in clause 13 of the Defence of the 
Realm Liqu or Control Requlations, 1915, means something which 
cannot by any mear he performed conat tently with the Regulations, 
and that the dete lant had not shewn that the payment of the sums 
due under the deed we impossible in cor equence of the Re qulations. 

Action tried by Avory, J., without pleadings. This was a claim for 
£710 as instalments of principal and interest due under covenants In 
a deed dated 28th June, 1915 This deed recited certain mortgages, 
and ntained covenants by the defend int, W ho was the licensee of two 


licensed houses situate in London, to pay to the plaintiffs interest on 
three sums of £8,000, £12,000 and £1,000, and certain instalments of 
principal. The plaintiffs were suing for the amount of three quarterly 
instalments and the interest on the three mentioned sums, due on 
3th March, 1916. In his answer by way of defence to this claim, the 
defendant said that, since the date of the execution of the deed, the 
profits made in his licensed premises had been so reduced by reason of 
the effect of the Liquor Control Regulations, and in particular by 
those restricting the hours when licensed premises could be open, and 
prohibiting treating, that he had become unable to perform his covenants 
in the deed. He relied, therefore, upon clause 13 of the Defence of 


‘** All obligations under covenant, contract, or otherwise, to which the 
holder of a licence or the occupier of licensed premises is subject, and 
which the provisions of these Regulations or any action of the Board 
taken thereunder make it impossible for him to fulfil, or which are 
inconsistent with any conditions or restrictions imposed by the Board, 
shall be suspended so long as such impossibility or such conditions or 
restrictions continue, and shall not be binding during that period.”’ 
Avory, J., in giving judgment for the* plaintiffs, after reading the 
Defence of the Realm (Amendment) (No. 3) Act, 1915,°s. 1, sub 
section 2 (d), said that the first point to be determined was the meaning 
of the word ‘‘impossible’’ in clause 13 of the Defence of the Realm 
(Liquor Control) Regulations, 1915. The second point was whether, 
as a matter of fact, there were any regulations which made it im. 
possible for the defendant to fulfil his obligations under the deed of 
28th June, 1915. He was of opinion that the word ‘‘ impossible ’’ in 
clause 13 meant something which could not by any means be performed. 
A covenant by which the licensee of a public-house covenanted to con 
tinue to keep the premises open for the sale of intoxicating liquor was 
quite common. A covenant of this kind might, owing to the Liquor 
Board’s Regulations, be rendered impossible of performance by the 
licensee within the meaning of clause 13.. Moreover, the Liquor Board 
was empowered to prohibit the sale of certain kinds of liquor, and 
they might possibly prohibit the sale of spirits. If, under an obliga 
tion in his lease, the licensee was required to sell spirits on the pre 
mises, in such a case it would be impossible for the licensee, in view 
of the Board’s prohibition, to comply with the covenants into which 
he had entered. What he (the learned Judge) had now to consider 
was whether the Regulation restricting the hours when licensed pre 
mises might be open, and the Regulation forbidding treating, made it 
impossible for the defendant to perform his obligations under his 
covenant in the deed of 28th June, 1915. It must be shewn by the 
defendant that the effect of these restrictions was that he could not 
by any means perform his covenants consistently with the Regulations 
His lordship did not think he could say that the defendant had shewn 
this, and that it was impossible for the defendant to pay these sums 
of money. The defendant might have means altogether apart from 
the profits made by his licensed houses, and in that case it would be 
obvious that the Regulations did not make it impossible for him to 
perform his covenants. Besides, he (the learned Judge) was not satis- 
fied on the evidence that the defendant, out of the profits he had made 
from his two licensed houses, might not have performed his covenants 
under the deed. Judgment must be for the plaintiffs—CounseL, Sir 
Reginald Acland, K.C., and D. M. Hegq, for the plaintiffs; Righy 
Swift, K.C., and FB. W. Hansell, for the defendant. SoLtcrTors, 
Hunter & Haynes, for the plaintiffs; W. B. Glasier, for the defendant 
[Reported by G. H. Knott, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


July 27.—Whately Charles Arnold. 
July 27.—James Davies Jehu. 
July 27.—James John Stokes. 
July 27.—Archer Mowbray Upton 


Solicitors Ordered to be Suspended. 


July 27.—Ellis Strange, 93/4, Chancery-lane, W.C., ordered to be 
suspended for two years. 

July 27.—Thomas Morris Williams, ordered to be suspended for three 
months 








New Orders, &c. 


New Statutes. 
On 3rd August the Royal Assent was given to the follow 
Consolidated Fund No. 4) Act. 1916. 
Gas (Standard of ¢ alorific Power) Act, 1916. 
Output of Beer (Restriction) Act, 1916. 
Isle of Man (Customs) Act, 1916. 
Public Works Loans Act, 1916. 
Police, Factories, & (Miscellaneous Provisions), Act, 1916 
Expiring Laws Continuance Act, 1916 


ng Acts: 


and to a number of Provisional Orders and loca] Acts. 


Courts (Emergency Powers), England. 
Directions, DATED 9TH AvGusT, 1916, MADE BY THE Lorn CHANCELLOR 
UNDER THE Courts (EmerRGeNCY Powers) Acts, 1914 ro 1916 
1. In cases where it is clear that the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 
1914, alone applies and that the Courts (Emergency Powers) (Amend 
ment) Act, 1916, has no application the Forms I., I.a, and II. at present 





Liquor Control teculations, 1915, which provides that : 


the Realm 


in use under the Courts (Emergency Powers) Rules, 1914, and the Direc- 
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tions, dated the 15th February, 1915, or Forms substantially to the like (a) The full name and address of the patient, his or her 
effect should continue to be used. station in life, and whether married, widowed or single. 
(B) The age of the patient. 
(c) The names, addresses and descriptions of the nearest 
known relations of the patient, or some of them. 
») The asylu Ospital icensec ouse, ins io -erti- 
(a2) Each of the Forms should refer both in its title and its body fic ‘ Moov o ies ~~ z - pat ay Baa F pret Aap 
to the later Act as well as to the earlier Act. ; (eg) Short details of the patient’s property stating the value 
(6) There should be substituted for the Note to Form I. and and the income, also 2 list of debts (if any) ” 
Form I. a Note in the words or substantially to the effect follow (ry) The amount required for the patient's mainbenamce 
ing, namely : (G) The name, address and description of the person pro- 
** Under the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, execu posed to be appointed receiver, stating how such person is 
tion on or enforcement of the judgment or order in question related to or connected with the patient. 
may be stayed if the Court is of opinion that you are unable | (H) The name, address and description of some person (not 
immediately to make the payment thereby directed by reason | being a relation of the proposed receiver) willing to make an 
of circumstances att:ibutable directly or indirectly to the present | affidavit as to the fitness of the proposed receiver. 
war. And, further, under the Courts (Emergency Powers) | 11.—Where the patient is not so lawfully detained, a certificate 
(Amendment) Act, 1916, if you are an officer or man of His | by a registered medical practitioner should be left at or sent by 
Majesty 5 For es suc h Cet ution or enforcement may be stayed | ost to the Master’s Office, with a statement signed by the applicant 
in the discretion of the Court even though your inability to pay | or the solicitors in the matter. ; 
is not due to circumstances attributable directly or indirectly rl 
to the present war. In either case it is for you to satisfy the 
Court that a stay should be granted.’ ‘ 








2. But in cases where the Courts (Emergency Powers) (Amendment) 
Act, 1916, does or may apply variations to the following effect should 
made in these Forms, namely :— 





medical certificate should certify that the patient is of un- 
sound mind and incapable of managing his affairs, or (as the case 
| may be) is through mental infirmity arising from disease or age 

(c) There should be substituted for the first of the two Notes incapable of managing his affairs, or, is a mental defective within 
to Form Il. a Note in the words or substantially to the effect | the meaning of the Mental Deficiency Act, 1913, with short reasons 
following, namely :— in each case for the conclusion arrived at. 

‘“* The Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, provides that | The statement should contaia the particulars mentioned in para 
during its operation certain remedies for the payment o1 graph I. (except those mentioned in I. (p)), and in lieu thereof it 
recovery of money (including the remedy above mentioned) are should state with whom (by name) the patient is living and how 
not to be exercised except on an application to the Court, and he is cared for 
that the Court may in its discretion defer the exercise of such The applicant or the solicitors will be informed as soon as possible 
remedies for such time and subject to such conditions as the | after this statement, or certificate and statement, has reached the 
Court thinks fit, if of opinion that the inability to make pay- | \faster’s Office whether or not a summons may be issued without further 
ment is due to circumstances attributable directly or indirect] evidence If leave is given the summons can be issued without further 
to the present war. Further, under the Courts (Emergency ind served in the usual way, and the usual affidavit of service 
Powers) (Amendment) Act, 1916, the discretion of the Court | must be filed : 

Upon the hearing of the summons the Masters will give directions 
to the receiver's undertaking, the affidavit of his fitness and other 


necessary directions. 


may be exercised in favour of any officer or man of His 
Majesty’s Forces even though his inability to pay may not be 
due to circumstances attributable directly or indirectly to the 
present war. If you desire to take advantage of either of these 
i 


DIRECTIONS APPLICABLE IN ALL CasEs. 
In no case should more than one medical affidavit be filed in support 
a summons to appoint a receiver 
20th June, 1916 


Acts you should attend by yourself or your solicitor and satisfy 
the Court that its discretion should be exercised in your favour. ”’ 


3. On applications in the Chancery Division to make orders for for: 
siosure absolute it is sufficient to proceed by way of a summons in the 
foreclosure proceedings without taking out a separate originating sum 
mons. But such summons should be headed also in the matter of the 
Act or Acts as the case may be and should have a Note appended 
thereto substantially equivalent mutatis mutandis to that appended to 
Forms I. and I.a either as originally framed or as hereby varied as the 
case may be ‘ 

The 9th day of August, 1916. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 
Gazette of 4th August contains the following 


that Orders have been made by the Board of Trade under 
the vith the Enemy Amendment Act, 1915, requiring six more 
BuckMASTER, ( | . a to vound up, bringing the total to 285 


J azette of 8th August contains the following: 
Lunacy Practice. 2. An Order in Council dated 8th August, making alterations on the 
| ‘Statutory List under the Trading with the Enemy (Extension of 
Wi a. : . . . , ; | Powers) Act, 1915 (see ante, pp. 324, 420, 541, 642). Additions are now 
Vhere it is desired to obtain the appointment of a receiver in “‘no | made as follows Argentina (1), Bolivia (5), Brazil (17), Chile (10), 
a cases, that is to say, cases where the property does not exceed Denmark (3), Ecuador (1), Greece (12), Japan (3), Liberia (12), Nether- 
os oe 9 or the income £50 a year, the following procedure should | lands (16). Netherland East Indies (13), Norway (11), Peru (4), Ph lip 
ve followed :— pine Islands (3), Porto Rico (1), Portuguese East Africa (5), Spain (32), 
I.—Where the patient is lawfully detained either under the Sweden (22), Uruguay (1). 
Lunacy Acts, 1890 to 1908, or under the Mental Deficiency Act, Removals.—Brazil (3), Denmark (1), Greece (1), Netherland East 
1913, there should be left at or sent by post to the Master’s Office a | Indies (1), Norway (1), Portugal (3), Portuguese East Africa (1), Spain 
statement signed by the applicant or the solicitors in the matter | (3), Sweden (1), United States of America (1) 
containing the following information :— There are also numerous corrections in the names and addresses in the 


The following notice has been issued by the Masters in Lunacy :— 





THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 


GREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON. 
ENGLAND’S greatest asset is her Children. 


This Hospital finds itself hampered for want of funds to enable it, by saving infant life, to exert greater effort to 
counterbalance the drain of War upon the manhood of the Nation. 
Read what the Men at the Front say :— 


‘‘I beg to enclose a cheque for £22 as a gift to the Great Ormond Street Children’s Hospital from the 
Honourable Artillery Company, being the proceeds of a collection made at the Front, | trust the noble work of 
the Hospital goes on apace."’ 

‘*It would have cheered you to see how generously the Officers and Men emptied their pocke(s in response to 
the cali of the children at home; for nearly every soldier has something of the chila’s heart in him."’ 


Will you also please remember “the call of the Children.” 
Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be obtained on application to— 





JAMES McKAY, Acting Secretary. 
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existing list. The Note printed (ante, p. 642) is repeated. The Order 
ision for keeping the printed list up to date :— 


includes the following prov 


And it is further ordered that where by this or any other Order 


of Council for the time being in force, whether made before or after 
the making of th Order, any variation in or addition to the 
Statutory List is made, copies of the Trading with the Enemy 


(Statutory List) Proclamation, 1916, No. 3, printed under the 


Authority of H Majesty Stationery Office after such variation 
or addition is made, may be printed with such variation in or addi 
tion to the Statutory List, and the Trading with the Enemy 
Statutory La t) Proclamation, 1916, No. 3. shall be construed as 
if it had, at the time at which such variation or addition was 
made. been issued with such variation or addition, and a reference 
in any Order in Council or other document to the Statutory List 
shall, unless the context otherwise requires, be construed to refer 
to that List as varied or added to by any Order of Council for the 
time being in force 
3. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 8th August, making corrections o1 
additior to the st publi hed as a supplement to the London Gazette 
loth May, 1916, of persons to whom articles to be exported to China 
may be consigned. 


1. A Notice, dated 7th August, of additional appointments of members 
ot Appeal Tribuna under the Military Service Act, 1916, as follows: 
County of Cumberland (1), County of Hertford (1, a lady), County of 


Huntingdon (1) 

» A Notice that Orders have been made by the Board of Trade unde 
the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1915, requiring eleven 
more businesses to be wound up, bringing the number to 296. 


Societies. 
The Belgian Lawyers Relief Fund. 


£ s.d 
Amounts previously ackno vledged 10357 7 5 
Sir Maurice Hill, K.¢ os 10 0 O 
C. H. Kirby, Esq &§ 0 0 
Messrs. Tylee & Co ‘ 5 00 
C. Gurdon, Esq ‘ 22 0 
Leonard N Blake 1 0 OQ 





Lord R. Cecil on Reparation and 
the Blockade. 


At an international meeting held at the Mansion House on the 7th 


nst ivs the Z'ime it which the Lord Mayor presided, and at which 
a resolution was enthusiastically carried assuring the Allied naval and 
military commanders of support at whatever sacrifice until the decisive 
triumph of the cause of Right, Lord Robert Cecil said we had every 
reason to be encouraged by the present state of affairs. Though we 
must not do anything in the spirit of revenge, we must say calmly and 
decidedly that for the crimes pervetrate1 by Germany reparation and 


punishment must be exacted. That was not mere anger or revenge o1 
vindictiveness—it was a vital part of the cause for which we were fight 
ing. We were bound to exact punishment if we ever wished to establish 
among nations respect for those principles of law and justice on which 
international relations ought to rest 

He believed the blockade had been @ “reat success When the full 
story of what we had done could be told he believed this would be not 
the least proud chapter of our efforts during the war. We had had t 
do something never before done in the history of the world—blockade 
our enemy through the neutral countries which surrounded him. We 
had therefore to sift out that part of the trade which belonged to the 
enemy and deal with it, while leaving the neutral trade to be carried 
on as far as possible without interference. The difficulty was great, but 
hé believed it might. now be said that, as far as oversea traffic was con 
cerned, the blockade of Germany was complete. Nine-tenths of the 
credit was due to the ceaseless vigilance and undefeated strength of our 
magnificent Fleet; but the Fleet had not been the only factor. We had 
tried to mobilize on the same side the whole of the resources. financial 
and commercial, of the British and Allied Empire 








Women Students of Medicine. 


Admission to Charing Cross Hospital. 


Che council of the Charing Cross Hospital have decided to admit 
women students to the medical school and hospital as a temporary 
measure, in view of the scarcity of doctors and the need for the skilled 
assistance in the wards, where. in addition to the ordinary accommoda- 
tion for civilian cases, 150 beds are provided for wounded soldiers. 








the clinical work in the hospital, but early last month they were invited 
by Professor Halliburton, Dean of the Medical Science Faculty, King’s 
College, under instructions from the professional board of the college, 
to reconsider their decision. This was followed by an intimation that 
the authorities of King’s College had decided to open their medical 
school to women on 2nd October, the number being limited to twenty 
for the preliminary and intermediate stages of medical education. It 
only remained for the door to be thrown wide open to full medical 
instruction by the action now taken by the Charing Cross Hospital, 
which, as one of the “final ’’ medical schools in London, will provide 
for the students the clinical course of education. 

Charing Cross comes into line with St. Mary’s, Paddington, and St 
which already admit a number of women students to theic 
wards. No limit is set to the number of women students who will be 
accepted at Charing Cross, though it is probable they will not be allowed 
to outnumber the men students. Arrangements for their accommodation 
are now being made, and applications will be received forthwith. The 
entrance fee has been fixed at 10 guineas, and the annual fee for the 
whole course of the medical curriculum at 26 guineas, 


George’s, 


Obituary. 


Qui ante diem periit, 
Sed miles, sed pro patria. 











Major Herbert P. Fletcher, 


Major Hersert Puiwiirs Frercner, F.R.1.B.A., F.8S.1., A.M.I.C.E, 
Middlesex Hussars, attached Royal Flying Corps, of Park House, 
Marden, Kent, died on 2nd August, as the result of an accident while 
on duty, aged forty-four. He was in partnership with his brother, Mr. 
Banister F. Fletcher, as an architect, and was a barrister-at-law of the 
Middle Temple. At the outbreak of the war he was with his regiment, 
the Middlesex Hussars, and went with it to Egypt. He was then 
seconded to the French, and did reconnaissance work from Aden and 
Palestine on French seaplanes for some months, and was awarded the 
Croix de Guerre, both military and naval, for conspicuous bravery 
under fire. He was afterwards the officer commanding a British 
Observers’ School at Port Said, and returned to England to take his 
pilot’s certificate for future work with the Royal Flying Corps. Major 
Fletcher was the son of the late Professor Banister Fletcher, F.R.1.B.A., 
formerly M.P. for N.W. Wilts, and Mrs. Banister Fletcher, of Angle 
bay, West Hampstead, 





Captain Trevor R. Allaway. 


Captain Trevor Ruys Attaway, South Wales Borderers, who was 
killed by a bomb explosion in Cairo on 29th June, was the only son 
of Captain R. P. Allaway, Royal Welsh Fusiliers, and Mrs. Allaway, 
of Arto House, Llanbedr, and was born on 5th July, 1891. He was 
educated at Cheltenham College, and was articled to Mr. W. T. Carless, 
of Messrs. Lambe, Carless, & Son, Hereford. He passed his final 
examination in July, 1914. He was gazetted second lieutenant in the 
3rd South Wales Borderers in January, 1912, and on the outbreak of 
war was attached to a battalion of the Welsh Regiment, and served 
with them in Flanders until January, 1915, when he was invalided home 
suffering from a wound in the foot and from rheumatism. He was 
mentioned in dispatches and awarded the Military Cross for conspicuous 
gallantry in the field. When he recovered he was appointed com- 
mandant of the Western Command Grenade School, and this post he 
held for nearly a year. He received his captaincy in May, 1915, was 
sent to Egypt in May, 1916, and had only been there a few weeks when 
the accident occurred. 


Lieutenant Reginald E. Melly. 

Lieutenant Recrnatp Ernest Metty, King’s (Liverpool Regiment), 
who was killed in action on the Wth ult., was educated at Malvern 
College, and was admitted a solicitor in 1911, and commenced to practice 
at Wakefield. He was a keen cricketer, and was well known in Coven 
try and the Midlands as a left-half hockey player, playing for War- 
wickshire and the Midlands and Jater for Yorkshire and the North 
He joined the Liverpool ‘‘ Pals ’’ as a private in August, 1914, received 
his commission in February, 1915, and was promoted lieutenant in May, 
1915. 





Second Lieutenant E. P. Doyle. 


Second Lieutenant Epwarp Perctvat Doyie, West Yorks Regiment, 
who was severely wounded on 5th July while leading a bombing party 
and died the same day, was the eldest son of Dr. and Mrs. Doyle, of 
San Fernando, Trinidad, West Indies. He was twenty-six years of age, 
and was educated at Queen’s Royal College, Port of Spain, and after- 
wards entered as a student at the Middle Temple. Called to the Bar 
in 1913, he practised in Trinidad, and shortly after the outbreak of 





Last year the council decided against admitting women students to 


war returned to England and enlisted in King Edward’s Horse. After 
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" 
active service in France he received a commission. His commanding | 
officer writes : “‘ He was quite one of the best officers I had. 


Second Lieutenant Roland Minor. 


Second Lieutenant Rotanp Murnor, King’s Own (Royal Lancaster 
Regiment), reported killed on 1st July, was the only son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Minor, of Avonmore, Alderley Edge, Cheshire, and a grandson of 
‘ir. C. T. Saunders, of Birmingham (a forme: president of the Law 
Society), and of Mr. Samuel Minor, of Stoke Park, Shropshire. He 
was twenty-one years of age, and was educated at Abbotsholme at Col 
chester, and on the Continent. Joining the Public Schools Battalion on 
its formation, he obtained a commission in May, 1915, and went to the 
front in May last. Shortly after his arrival he was placed on special 
duty as interpreter. Lieutenant Minor was articled to Mr. H. W 
Minor, of Messrs. Minor & Co., solicitors, of Manchester. 


Second Lieutenant Charles F. Holtom. 


Second Lieutenant CuHarLes FirieLp Hottom, of the North Stafford 
shire Regiment, eldest son of Mr. W. Fifield Holtom, clerk to the 
Stoke-on-Trent Borough Magistrates, and Mrs. Fifield Holtom, of The 
Villas, Stoke-on-Trent, died of wounds 4th August, aged twenty-two 
He was educated at Stonyhurst College, Lancs, and the Newcastle Boys 
High School. On 25th July, 1914, he was articled to his father, and on 
27th August, 1914, he enlisted as a private in the North Staffordshire 
Regiment, being gazetted second leutenant on 9th February, 1915 
Three months later he went to France for the first time, and, afte 
seeing considerable service, was wounded in the attack on the Hohen- 
zollern Redoubt on 13th October, 1915. He rejoined the North Stafford 
shire Regiment on 6th January last, and on 3rd July left for the front. 
He was a member of the North Staffordshire Rugby Football Club and 
a keen tennis and hockey player. 








General. 


The Public Trustee, who is now administering The Titanic, Empress 
of Ireland, and Lusitania Relief Funds, had, at the end of last year, 


| in respect of the first-named fund a balance of £331,023, of Zhe Empress 


»f Ireland £82,007, and of the Lusitania £12,269. 


In the House of Lords on Wednesday the Registration of Business 
Names Bill was read a third time, and amendments were inserted at 
the instance of Lord Muir Mackenzie providing that its provisions shall 
nol only refer to the names of persons, but also to their nationalit:es, 
ind that it shall come into force in January, 1917, instead of October, 
191 , 

In a written answer to Sir Edwin Cornwall Mr. Harcourt states : 

The Public Trustee informs me that he is preparing a statement 
hewing the amount of claims made by British creditors against the 
property of enemies which has been vested in him, but that it will 
take some time to complete this statement. The claims already paid 
by the Public Trustee amount to £149,838 11s. 4d.”’ 


Mr. H. Trustram Eve, _ I., has published his award in the case 
of a claim for £1,669 made by Hendon Rural District Council against 
the Great Northern Railway Company in respect of a freehold property 
at Holloway consisting of a house and stabling let at a ground rent of 
£2 per annum for O71 years. The arbitrator has awarded £275, which, 
being below the statutory offer of the company, involves the claimants 
in payment of their own costs and half those of the arbitrator, ~ 


At the Westminster City Council on 27th July Alderman G. W. 
Tallents said that the payment of rates due on enemy Embassies had 
caused considerable anxiety. They had just heard from the Treasury 
that the Austrian Government proposed to pay, through the American 
Embassy, the rates due on the Austrian Embassy buildings in Belgrave- 
square, which are rated at £1,167. That ought to be mentioned to the 
credit of the Austrian Government. The council had had no similar 
communication from the German Government whether it was prepared 
to pay the rates owing. The practice with regard to foreign Embassies 
was that their Governments, as an act of grace, paid the equivalent of 


| the rates on their Embassy buildings to the British Government, who 


| in their turn handed the amount to the local authority. 


Legal News, 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


THomAs Matruew Riptey, Witrrep Reay-SuitrH, and Georce Rat 
CLIFFE Pawson (Ridley & Reay-Smith), 17, Saville-row, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, and Front-street, Stanley. Nov. 1. {Gazette, July 28. 


Sypney Guest Hooper and Horroyp Birkett Barker, solicitors 
(Hooper & Barker). at 33, Exchange-buildings, Birmingham, in the 
county of Warwick, and at 195, Wolverhampton-street, Dudley, in the 
county of Worcester. June WO. [Gazette, August 1. 


THomas Bury and THomas ARTHUR ACTON, solicitors (Bury & Acton), 
43, Regent-street, Wrexham, in the county of Denbigh. July 31. 
(Gazette, Angust 8 


Information Required. 


CAPTAIN JOHN BALDWIN REDFERN (R.N.R.) (Deceased). 
—Any solicitor or other person who has at any time prepared, or has 
any knowledge, of a will, or other testamentary disposition, made by 
the above-named deceased, who died on the 3rd August, 1914, and 
whose home was at Walton-on-Trent, near Burton-on-Trent, is requested 
to communicate with Barnes & Son, solicitors, Lichfield. 


“T whistled to him,” was the excuse offered by a carman charged at 
the Guildhall on Tuesday, says the Daily News, with driving to the 
common danger and knocking down an old man. “ And what more could 


| be expected of you?”’ was Sir David Burnett’s sarcastic rejoinder. 


‘But why should he get out of your way? Do you know he hag as 
much right in the road as you with your horse and van? (Get out of 
your way! -You ought to get out of his. It seems very rough on this 
man at his time of life to get injured through the incompetence of a 
driver. I think there ought to be a poor man’s lawyer attached to this 
court to advise people in these matters. (To the injured man); You 
had better see the dé@fendant’s employer, and ask him what he is 
going to do for you.’’ Defendant was fined 15s., or eight days’ imprison 
ment 

A case of interest to men in possession of medical rejection certificates 
and liable to re-examination was decided on Monday, says the Daily 
News, by the Surrey Appeal Tribunal at Guildford. The military repre- 
sentative appealed against the decision of the Weybridge Tribunal, who 
had disregarded the decision of a recruiting medical board passing a 
solicitor for service abroad. “A week ago the Appeal Tribunal expressed 
the opinion that the examination by the medical board had been per 
functory, and ordered a further examination. A private doctor had 
certified that the solicitor was suffer‘ng from internal poisoning, and 
said he would break down under military training. These statements 
were borne out by Sir James Mackenzie, the Harley-street specialist 
It was now stated that the solicitor had been certified as fit for garrison 
duty abroad by three Army doctors. The chairman said the Tribunal 
were of opinion that the man was not fit for the Army, where he could 
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only be an expense to the country. The Army representative's appeal 
would be dismissed. 


In the House of Lords on the Ist inst., the Earl of Mayo asked why 
certain enemy aliens (Germans), a list of whom he had furnished to the 
Government, had not been interned. He said tradesmen in London 
complained of being injured by the competition of Germans who had 
beer first interned and then released. Lord Newton said the noble 
lord’s list was anything but accurate. It included the names of men 
who were not Germans at all and of Germans alleged to be at liberty 
who in fact had been interned for a considerable time. As a rule, all 
Germans were interned except there was a very excellent reason for 
permitting them to remain at liberty. There were about 22,000 unin 
terned hostile aliens, and when they deducted children, women, and men 
over 70, and also friendly aliens, it left a very small number. He 
might be eccentric, but his view was that aliens, even hostile aliens 
provided there was no suspicion against them, were better employed 
making bread and boots and clothing than being kept in an internment 
camp at the expense of the taxpayers 


In the House of Commons on the Ist inst Mi Morrell protested 
energetically against the endeavour.of the Home Office to force Russian 
Jew refugees of military age into our Army by threatening them with 
deportation The Home Secretary, he de« lared, had no right to impair 
the right of asylum traditionally extended to political refugee These 
Jew refugees had come here to avoid Russian rule, and if the right hon 
gentleman carried out the policy which he had laid down he would 
be doing one of the worst things ever done by a man of his race to other 
Jews. Mr. Herbert Samuel, in reply, after pointing out that England 
had for centuries now treated the Jewish population within her borders 
with absolute fairness and generosity, said that, so far from doing 
anything injurious to the Jewish name, he should have been most 
blameworthy if he had neglected to bring home to the members of the 
Jewish community living in this country the fact that where they 
enjoyed rights they also should share the burdens. What justification 
had they for shifting the burdens all should share.in common? He saw 
no reason why a political refugee from Russia should not serve in the 
armies of England He did not want to give an open invitation to 
people to declare themselves political refugees simply to secure exemption, 
with the risk of disturbances in the East-end of London, but their case 
would be most carefully considered. Mr. Trevelyan asked if they 
would have the alternative of going to America. Mr. H. Samuel said 
he did not know that he could ensure their being taken into Amertea 
but he would consider that point. : 


At the North London Police Court, on the 4th inst.. says the T’imes. a 
soldier's wife, obviously much distressed sought the advice of Mr. 
Leycester respecting the action of her landlord, who had had the doors 
and windows of the house removed. Her husband, she said. joined the 


Middlesex Regiment six weeks ago, and she had not up to the present 


received any allowance She had four childrer ind had been getting 
parish relief and a little help from the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Families 
Association Mr. Leycester: How many weeks are you in arrear? The 
Applicant: Six. It is only since my husband “has been in the Army 
that I have got in arrear. I am willing to pay as soon as I get my 
money, but the “ superintendent’’ has now removed the doors and 


windows. Mr. Leycester: Have you explained your position to him? 
. Yes, Sir Mr. Leycester said he would send the warrant officer to look 
into the matter, and. told the woman, who said that she had no friends 
to assist her, to see the missionary before she left the court. Addressing 
the warrant officer, Mr. Leycester said :—‘‘ Tell the superintendent from 
me that he wil] very likely render himself liable to criminal prosecution 
if he attempts to regain possession of the premises without the per 
mission of the court It is enacted by the Courts Emergency Powers Act 
that nobody shall do so without the permission of the court. He had 
better take legal advice before he persists in doing what he is doing. or 
he may be prosecuted.” wr 





} Messrs Weatherall & Green announce that the y have sold the follow 
ing properties withdrawn from recent auctions Hyde Farm Estate 
Minchinhampton (471 acres); 10, 11 and 12 Ranelagh-avenue Barnes : 
“The Briars,” 6, Uxbridge-road, Hanwell; 7, 9 and 11. Granville 
square, Pentonville 


_ Tue “Oxford ”’ Sectional Bookcase is the ideal one for anybody who 
is building up a library. It is splendidly finished, with nothing of the 
office stamp about it. The illustrated booklet issued by the manufac- 
turers, William Baker & Co., Ltd., The Broad, Oxford, may be 


obtained gratis, and will certain! rove interesti 
(Advt.) yP ng to book lovers.— 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auctior. Sale. 





Aug. 16.—¥F. J. HeLMOoRE, at the Ship Hotel, Credit at 3: Freehold C 
Residence aud a Factory (see advertisement, back page, this week). ; oe 
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Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 28. 


B. T. GARDNER & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gecrge 
Edgar Corfield, Balfour House, t insbury pymt, London, liquidator. 

JANSON CARS, LrpD —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 10, to send their 
names aid addresses, and the particu‘ars of their debts or claims, to Stewart C. le, 
Sardinia Hou e, Kingsway, liquidator. . 

MALLARD Motor Co, Ltp—Creditors ‘are required, on or b fore Aug 29, to send 
their names and sd_resses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 
Ecroyd Clark, Albion st, Hanley, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug 1. 


ADNIL ELEcTRIC Co, L?D., have fixed Aug 16 as the day on or before which the creditors 
of the above Company are to prove their debts orelaims. J, H. Stephens, 6, Clement's 
In, liquicator. 

CANADIAN PRopEeRrtiEes, L?p.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 23, to send their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Geoffrey Rowley 
Bostock, 21, Ironmonger In, liquidator. 

LONDON AND MEXICAN OIL SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
2%, to send particulars of their debis or clams to A. J. Hall, 39, New Broad st, 
\iqui ator. 

THE TeEs BrrpgE Iron Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 15, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sir 
Frank Brown, Finkle chmbrs, Stockton on Tees, liquidator. 

VANDEN PLAS (ENGLAND) LTD.—Creditors ar. required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stewart Cole, 
Sardinia House, Kingsway, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 4. 


ALAN HEBERT & GREENING, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts .or claims, 
to Arthur Pelham Ford, 48, Frederick's pl, Old Jewry, liquidator. 

MARY GREY, LTD.—Creditors are required; on or before Sept. 9, to send their names 
and addre ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard Henry 
Gillespi-, 29a, Charing Cross rd, liquidator. 

Mustikon Co, L?p. (CARMARTHEN).—Creditors are required forthwith, to send their 
names and addresses, aud the particulars of their debts, to W. Price Williams, 
32, Quay st, Carmarthen, liquidator. 

TROPICAL EXPLOITATION SYNDICATE, LTD.—Crediters are required, on or before Sept 
ll, tosend their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to 
Robert Hempsted Fowler, 71, Finsbury pymt, liquidator. 

WATSON STEAMSHIP Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
thet names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy 
Higson, Springs gdos, Manchester, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug 8. 


Cast IRON BRAZIERS AND METALLURGISTS, LTD, (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).— 
Creditors dre required, on or before Aug 22, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts and claims, to F. Say, 90, Banner st, liquidator. 

ERITH WAR EMPLOYEES CATERING Co, Ltp. (IN VoLUNTARY TIQUIDATION).—Creditors 
are required, on or before Aug 25, to send their names and addresses, and tie 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Sydney Herbert Ward, liquidator, care of 
J, Deacon Newton, Tucker & Co 23 and 24,' Eldon st 

MILLER ANTI-FRICTION METAL Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required,on or before Sept 8, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert 
Hennings, 3, Gore st, Manchester, liquidator. 

NATIONAL ENVELOPE Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debis and claims, to Ernest 
Layton Bennett, 31, Broad Street av, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, July 28. 


S. and A. Short, Ltd. Constant Vacuum Carburetter Syndicate, 
Basford Mutual Benefit Building Society Ltd. 

Old Hall Kestanrant Co, Ltd. 
Ware Brickflelds, Ltd. 
Pungwe Concessions, Ltd. 
Chinese Salt Co, Ltd. 


Cbampong Rubber Co, Ltd 
South London Cinema Ce, Ltd. 
West Coast Mineral Agency, Ltd. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Aug 1. 


L, A. Thompson Scenic Railway (Porto Central Americ*n Goldfields Syndicate Ltd. 
bello) Ltd. Bardney and District Unionist Association 

Anglo Ural Mining Syndicate Ltd. Ltd. 

Hemmings Process Ltd. Parkes Thesen & Co, Ltd. 

West Wales Permanent Money Sock ty Ltd, Roath Steam Joinery Co, Ltd. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Aug. 4. 


Wolverhampton Star & Garter Hotel Co, Smiths Timber Co, Ltd. 
Ltd. 8! oewell Boot Co, I td. 
Health & Vim, Ltd. New Monte Rosa Gold Mining Co, Ltd. 
Pessers, Moody, Wraith & Gurr (1014) Ltd. L. R. Guest Co, Ltd. 
Mary Grey, Ltd. Watson Steamship Co, Ltd. 
Argio Colonial Engiteering Co, Ltd. Elienrcad Spinning Co, Ltd. 
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Stahlwerks-Verbands British Agency, Ltd. 
Maritime Steamship Co, Ltd. 
De Lamar Co, Ltd. ~ 
Treasury Steamship Co, Ltd. Municipality of Parad Improvements, Ltd. 
Heuisphere Steamship Co, Ltd. Burma Rubber Co, Ltd. 
William Thomas Liverpool! Steamship Co. New Cross Hands Collieries, L:d. 

Led. Canadian Northern Exploration Co, Ltd. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Aug. 8. 


Bachelet Levitated Railway Syndicate, A. Lyman & Co, Ltd. 

Ltd. Lustitute of Industry (of Great Britain 
Bachelet Shipbuilding Engineering and and Ireland) Ltd. 

Ordnance Co, Ltd. . Thorney Gas Coal and Coke Co, Ltd. 
Institute of Natural Therapeutics, Ltd Glenesk Steamship Co, Ltd. 
British Bachelet Flying Train Syndicate, Glenaea Steamship Co, Ltd. 
Williamson, Murray & Co, Ltd 
Harris & Son, Ltd. 
Un.ted Minerals, Ltd. 
Samuei Sugden & Co, Ltd. 
J. Marr Wood & Co, Ltd. 


Lordon Traders Shipping Co, Ltd. 
Consols Steamship Co, Ltd. 
State Stea mship Co, Ltd. 


Ltd. 
Bachelet Shuttle and Loom C », Ltd. 
F. T. Pearse, L'd. 
Hygienic Brush Works, Ltd. 
Mller Anti-Friction Meta! Co, Ltd. 


Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gtzette.—Fripay, July 21. 


CANDLER, WILLIAM, St. James’s-villas, King’s-road, Riehmond Aug. 31 Attorney 
General v. Furbspk and Another, Sargant and Younger, JJ. Williams, Iron 
monger-lane 

SPRECHER, LUIGI, Romano Canavese, near Turin, Italy Sept. 30 Novella v. Sprecher, 
Younger, J. Ceesar, Billiter-sq 


_— 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35, 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 28. 
ADAMS, THOMAS, Stamford Hill,Contractor Aug2s Templeton & Cox, King’s Bench 


wa 

BATES, ANNIE, Fallowfield, Manch’ster Sept 16 Harwood, Manchester 

BILLING, THOMA’, B ighton Sept8 Cements & Co, St Swithin’s In 

BLUNT, LyvIA Lovisa, Chertsey, Surrey Aug 31 Taylor & Co, Bedford row 

BRUMPITI, GEORGE ALDERSON, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper Sept 9 Rabnett, Bir- 
mingham 

BURTON, WILLIAM, High st,Marylebone Sept5 Indermaur & Clark, Dev n-hir: terr, 
Portland p! 

CLEWS, THOMAS, Crewe Aug 26 Sproston & Son, Newcastle 

COHEN, DEBORAH, Goldhurst ter, Hampstead Aug 24 cohen & Co, Audrey House, 


Ely pl 
COLLINS. Epwano, Deaeon rd, Willesden Green Aug 28 Lloyd & Co, Coleman 
COLVILLE, DAVID WILLIAM, Southampton Aug 31 Waller & Thornback, South- 
ampton 
DELL, EMMA, Princes Risborough, Bucks Aug 28 Clarke & Son, High Wycombe 
DRAPER, ROGER FRANCIS, Oxford Sept 2 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
EDWARDS, DANIEL, Clipston, Northampton Sept 30 Edwards, Leicester 
FISHER, HENRY, Ladbroke grove, Notting Hill Aug 31 Warburton, Gracechurch st 
GAUTIER, WILLIAM LORD ALBERT, Eastbourne Aug %5 Arnold, Zastbourne 
GILL ABRAHAM, Hunslet, Leeds Aug5 Tempest, Leeds 
GODFREY, SEORGE, Puriton, Somerset Aug 29 Reed & Reed, Bridgwater 
GRANVILLE, ELIZABETH, Blackpool Sept 1 Waterhouse, Blackpool 
GREAVES JOHN THOMAS, Hope, Derby Aug3l H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 
GREENFIELD, FREDERICK, Lansdewne rd, Wimbledon, Surrey Aug 30 
Crackn+ll, Lancaster pl, Strand 
GRINSTEAD, JAMES, Kingston upon Hull, Umbrella Manufacturer Sept 14 Wilson & Sons, 
Hull 
HAMILTON, ELLEN, Northam, Devon Sept15 Robertson, Bath 
HAWORTH, ROBERT, St Annes on the Sea Sept 1 Lonsdale & Grey, St Anne’s on the Sea 
HEPWORTH, WILLIAM, Manchester Oct 6 Rylance & Sons, Manchester 
HINDE, WILLIAM FREDERICK HONYWOOD Aug 30 Pontifex & Co, Queen Victoria st 
JOHNSON, HENRY CHARLES, Ramegate Sept 7 Jones & Co, Laurence Pountney hill 
KINGDON, ELIZABETH FRANCIS, Prestatyn, F.int Sept 1 Mason & Co, Liverpool 
KIRKBRIDE, JOHN JEYES, Weston super Mare Sept 9 Ford, Wes:on super Mare 
Koou, Marcos ADDISON, Bergholt cres, Stamford Hill Aug 32 “anderson & Co, Queen 
Victoria st 
LAW, RICHARD ALEXANDSBR, Dublin Sept 1 Gardner & Herbert, Newport, Mon 
LEWER, ELIza, Portsmouth Aug28 Aird & Co, Brabant ct 
Lomas, Joan, Dukinfie'd, Chester Aug 19 Grundy, Manchester 


Greenfield & 





| 





ee AGHEY, CHARLES JACK, Mornington av, West Kensington Aug30 Sparkes & Co 

Exeter 

MIDDLETON, EMILY Mary, St. Leonard's on Sea Sept 1 Crawley & Co, Dein's yd, 
Westminster 

NORTHEY, CAROLINE, Aberystwyth Aug 81 Bennette, Truro 

PAGENKOPF, CARL CHRISTIAN Lupwie, Bournemouth Aug 381 Trevanion & Co, 
B urnemouth 

PooRRk, ELIZABETH ANN, Salisbury Aug 3l Waller & Thornbaek, Southampton 

RICHARDS, MATILDA, Hove Aug 31 Sryett & Sons, Finsbury pymt 

RUSSELL, EDWIN COLLARD, Calcutta, India, Merchant Aug 31 Peacoek & Goddard, 
South sq, Gray's inn 

SaMUBL, Eva LOUISE WENYON, Lissenden mans, Highgate Aug 31 
Copthall av 

SMITH, ISABELLA FRANCEs, Old Kentrd Aug3l Attenborough & Co, Piccadilly 

SOUTHALL, JOHN TERTIUS, Weston under Penyard, Hereford Sept 23 Humfrys & 
Symonds, Hereford 

SOUTHBY, ELIZABETH HAYWARD, Bournemouth Aug3l Greenwel & Oo, Berners st 

STERN, SALOMON, East Heath rd, Hampstead Sept 7 Joseph, Fore st 

STEVEN, ne Berwick upon Tweei Aug 28 Sanderson & Co, Berwick upon 
Tweec 

STEVENS, JOHN, Burton on Trent Sept 1 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

SWANN, S>PHIA, Scarborough Angd4 Iveson & Son, Gainsborough 

TREWIN; CHARLES Henry, lool», Dorset, Drapar Aug 31 Cobbing, Kingaton dil, 
surrey 

TROTMAN, EMMA, Manningham, Bradford Ang 30 Lee, Bradford 

WARBURTON, JuHN EGERTON, Grosvener p! Aug 26 Potts & Co, Vhester 

WARBURTON, PIERS EGERTON, Northwich, Chester Aug 26 Potts & Co, Chester 

WELLS, HERMAN THEODORR, Salisbury, Wilts Aug 26 Nalder & Littler, Shepton 
Mallet 

WHITES!DER, RICHARD, and ELLEN WHITESIDE, Fleetwood, Lancs Aug 1 
Addie, Fleetwood 

WILSON, Jon ¥, Howard's In, Putney Collector of Customs and Excise Sept 2 Pearce 
& Nicholls, Clement's ina 

WOTHERSPOON, AGNES DALZIEL,“Lowther hill, Forest Hill, Kent Sept 25 
ford’s inn 

Yupby, JUDAH LEVY, Southsea Sept 1 Bolitho, Portsea 


Gee & Co, 


CC& DF 


Hale, Clit. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug 1. 


BELLCHAMBERS, JOSIAH, Old Colwyn Septl Bromley & Hyde, Ashton under Lyne 

BONNIN, ADELI BE, Hastings Sept 1 Chalinder & Co, Hastings 

BOUSFIELD, Eustace, Leamington, Warwick Aug 3l Peacock & Co, Liverpool 

BRINE, PERCIVAL ForseEs, Ashford, Kent Aug 28 Knight & Co, Queen Victoria st 

CHEESMAN, ISAAC TAYLOR, Tynemouth, Mining Engneer Sept 12 Wilkinson & 
Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 

CLUTTON, MARIA, Chester pl, Regent's Park Sept 5 Clutton & Moure, Bristol 

COLLINSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Halifax, Wool Merchant Aug 31 Moore & Shepherd 
Bradford 

Cooper, LouISA, West Bromwich Sept 1 J & L Clark, West Bromwich 

DENTITH, ELIZABETH, Salo, Cheshire Aug 26 Welford & Co, Manchester 

EDWARDS, ANNIE ELIZA PRE CoTT, Wavertree, Liverpool Septl Oppenheim & Qo 
Liverpool 

ENDERBY, Captain WILLIAM, Bromyard, Hereford Sept9 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Frtz-HARRIS. ELIZA JANE, Plymouth Aug 29 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

GARSIDE, ELIZABETH, Southport Angi8 Buck & C>, Southport 

GWYN, ALICE, Lowestoft Au;:3l Waters, Great Yarmouth 

HARDMAN, MARTHA ANN, Bispham, nr Blackpool Sept 1 Pickstone, Radcliffe, Lancs 

HERRON, WALTER FITZROY, Pall Mall Sept 16 Traefitt & Fr .ncis, Belford row 

HINGSTON, JOHN, Honor Oak rd, Kent Aug3l Aylwin, Finsbury sq 

HOLMES, CHARLES JAMES, Maj, RAMC, Lancaster Sept1 Gardner, Lancaster 

JONES, THOMAS, Mumbile?,G.am Sept 9 Locker, Birmingham 

KEELING, a Dr WILLIAM HULTON, Southport Au;s15 Gedge & Co, Norfolk st 
Stranc 

KEMBLE, MARGARET AMELIA, Cromwell r', Sout’: Kensington 
Lincoln's inn fields 

ELIoT?T- LOCKHART, FANNY, Church rd, Upper Nerwood Sept4 Rose, Broad st House 

Louis, Capt GERALD JOHN, Wistaston, Crewe Aug2s Vaudrey & Co, Manchester 





Sept 1 Valpy & Co, 


LUDLOW, JOSEPH WILLIAMSON, Erdington, Warwick, Artist Aug 31 Lee & Co, Bir 
mingham 
MACLEAN, UHARLES DONALD, Drayton gdns, South Kensington Sept16 Lovell & Co, 


Gray's inn 8 

MONTGOMERY, ELIZABETH, Cambridge rd, Middix Aug 31 Nalder & Littler, Shepton 
Mallet 

MORGAN, RICHARD, Cardiff Sept 5 Bland, Cardiff 

NUNN, MERVYN HENRY, Shanklin, Isleof Wight Sspt1 Robbins & Co, Strand 

Pierce, Dayip, Carnarvon Aug28 Davies & Co, Carnarvon 

POINTON, WILLIAM, Live: pool, Wood Garver Sept 1 Smith & Son, Liverpool 

PcGH, Mary, Lower Brou:shton,Salford Sept 7 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 

Sa WILSON, Sunderland, Stationer Aug 1J9 Burnicl: & Mortons, 
Sounder] inc 

RATCLIFFE, ELEANOR, Ashton in Makerfeld, Lancs Augi4 Taylor & Co, Wigan 

ROWLEY, MARIA HARRIET, Pooley Bridge, Penrith Aug 31 Collyer-Bristow & Co 
Bedfor.1 row 

Simpson, JAMES, Oldham Aug3l Holroyd, Oldham , 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


242, MOoOORGATE 


STrRE=ZT, LOMDowWw, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


LICENSES 


INSURANCE. 


SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation, 
ee Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Liceased Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent va 
application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation aiso insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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SKINNER, CAROLINE, Southborough, Kent Sept 1 

STIDOLPH, THOMAS OLIVER, Southborough, Kent 
Wells 

SUMMERTON, ADELAIDE, Willoughby, 
Birmingham 


Topp, RONALD, Croydon, Surrey Sept 15 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—TOxESsDAY, July 18. 


FIRST MEETINGS 


Benson, JOHANNA Bripoert, Whitwick, Leicester July 
25 et 2.30 Off Rec, 12, St Pe er’s churchyard, Derby 

GRay, JOHN STEWART, Overstrand mans, Battersea, Tea 
and General Merchant July 28 av 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st, 

HARRISON, NICHOLL, Carlisle, Builder's Foreman 
atll 34, Fither st, Carlisle 

H&WITT, ROBERT BARNETT, Morpeth mans, 
July 28atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hvougs, EDWARD, and OWEN Epwis HvUGHES, Corwen, 
Merioneth, Builder's July 26 at 1.30 UOweiGlynd r 
Hotel, Corwen 

MARSTON, MARY, Duxton July 25 a® 11.15 
Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

WARWICK, GrORGE, Holland st, Blackfr'ars, Importer 
and Exporter July 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey at 

WHEELER, GEORGE THOMAS, Stockton on Teer, General 
D-aler Aug2ati1.30 Uff Res, Court chmbra, Albert 
rd, Middlesbrough 

W HITTINGHAM, CHARLES HENRY, Stirchley, Birmingham, 
Safe Manufacturer's Manag ir Jury 26 at 911.30 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Wyatt, JAMES, Albert Hall mans, Kensington, Company 
Director July 26at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
at 


Juls 27 


Off Rec, 


ADJU DICATIONS. 

Campion, JOHN, Cork st, Burlington gdns High Court 
Pet June 22 Ord July 13 

COCKRILL, WILLIAM BALLARD, Gorleston on Sea, Norfolk 
(ireat Yarmouth Pet Novill Ord July 14 

Davis, Joun, St Albans, Herts, Motor Enginecr St 
Albans Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

FISHER, FREDERICK THOMAS, King's rd, Chels a 
C.urt Pet June8 Ord Jaly 13 

Hotason, JoseruH, West Ardsley, ur Waketield, Farmer 
Wakefield Pet July 13 Ord July 3 

JONES, FRANK, Bournemouth, Boot Dealer Pet 
Juve 27 Ord July 13 

RAPHAEL, NORMAN HewRyY, Hans pl, Chelses 
Pet Mar15 OdJuly l4 

REED, LIZA, Swansea, Grocer 
July 13 

ROLAND, ALFRED VAUNOI8, Mark In, 
Court Pet Mayi3 Ord July 13 

RYLANOR, JOSEPH, St Melens, Lancs, Tobacconist 
pool Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

SERVIC“, ROBERT LARMOUR, and 
BRADY, Keading, Engiveers Reading 
Ora July 18 

WALLER, ERNEST HERBERT, South Lowestoft, 
Great Yarmouth Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

WESTON, ALFRED, Acton, Middix, Fish M-rchant 
ford Pet Junelé Ord July 13 

WHEELER, GEORGE THOMAS, Stockton on Tees, General 
Dealer Stockton on Tees Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

WILD, JouN, Outwoo', nr Wakefield, Joiner Wakefield 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 


High 


Poole 
High Court 


Swanses Pet July 13 Ord 


Merchant High 


Liver- 


FREDERICK HENRY 
Pet June 8 


Baker 


Brent 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


ALLISON, GEORGE ‘SHEPHERD, Darlington, LIronmonger 
Stockton on Tecs Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

BERRILL, THOMAS LUKE, Wellingborough, Northampton 
Builder Northampton Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

BLAND, THOMAS HENRY, Kendal, House Painter Ke 
Pet Jaly17 Ord July 17 

BULLEN, SAMUEL PORTER, Shadingfield, Suffulk 
Court Pet June 27 Ord July 18 

FitcH, ARTHUR TREAT, Abercorn pl, St John's 
High Court Pet Mar24 Ord Ju y 18 

GOULD, EDWARD, and GEORGE BARTER, Manchester, Beam 
Manufacturers Manchester Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

HARRIS, /AVID, Golder’s Green, Theatrical Agent High 
Court PetJuly 17 Ord July 17 

HAWKSLEY, JOHN HENRY, Nottingh im, Grocer 
ham Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

HUSBANDS, BERNARD PEARSON, Sheffle d,Grocer Sheffield 
Pet July 4 Ord July 17 

JAMES, RICHARD, Crumlin, Mon, Grocer 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

KERSHAW, HENRY Epwarp, Choriton on Medlock, Min- 
chester Commercial Traveller Manchester Pet 
July 19 Ord July 19 

Kine, WILLIAM, Shaw, nr Oldtam, Clothiers’ 
Oldham Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Lonp, James Handsworth, Birmingham, Munition Worker 
Great Grimsby Pet Jaly17 Ord July 17 

a > Woburn pl High Court Pet M: y 22 
July 17 : 

WILLIAMS, Grernce Sypney, Ewyas Harold, Hereford 

, Wheelwright Hereford Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

ZEITLIN & LAZAR, Tabernacle st, Fancy Leather Goods 
Manufacturers High Court Pet June26 Ord July 17 


dal 


High 


Wood 


Nottin 


Newpoit, Mon 


Traveller 


Ord 


Buses & Levett, Tunbridge Wells 
Sept 1 


Sydney, New Sout’ 


Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st, Covent Garden 


BROWN, FREDERICK, Liane!ly, E'ectrici n 


Vict ria st | 


Buss & Levett, Tunbridge 


| Morton, - underland 


Wales Nov25 Locker, 


Wigan 








FIRST MEETINGS. 


GRORGE SHEPHERD, Darlinzton, 
Off Ke*, Court chmbrs, 


ALLISON, 
July 28 at il 
Middiesbrou ch 

Aug 1 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

3ULLEN, SAMUEL PoRTER, 8 :adingfiel', Suffolk 
atil Bankruptcy bligs, Car-y st 

Fitcn, ARTHOR TREAT, Abercorn pl, St John’s Wood 
Aug 2atl1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hakeis DAVID, Golder’s Green, The.trical 
8 atll Bankiuptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hopeson, Josern, West Ardsley, ar Wakefleli, Farmer 
July 28 ati1 Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

Hues, Davip, LLEWELLYN HuGH nd WILLIAM TH MAS 
Huon, Lianelly Augilat11.30 Off nec, 4, Quee. st, 
Carmarthen 

JAMES, RICHARD, Crumlin, Mon, Grocer Ju’y 28 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial 8 , Newport, Mon 

Kino, WILLIAM, Shaw, nr Oldham, Clotvhier's Traveller 
Aug 3at3 Off Rec, Greaves st, Ol ham 

Loxb, JAMES, Handsworth, Birmingham, Manition Worker 
July 28 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Grimeby 


Aug 2 


Agent Aug 


MADGWICK, JAME®, Surbiton, Su-rey, Motor Car Dealer | 


132, York rd, Westminster Hridge rd 


July 28 at 11 
Aug 8 at 


MAINWARING, ROWLAND BRovuGHTON, Worthing 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MAURICE, JOHN Henny, Haverfordwest, Clerk July 28 t 
12.45 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

REED, Liz\, Swansea, Grocer July 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 
Government bidge, St Mary’s st, Swansea 

Royse, CECILE, Woburn pl Aug 2 at il 
bidgs, Carey st 

RYLANCE, JOSEPH, St Helens, Lancs, Tobac.onist Aug 1 
at 11 Off Rec, Union Marine b:dgs, 11, Dale st, Liver 
pool 

SaDLER BROTHERS, Ash, Kent Off Rec, 
68A, Castle st, Canterbury 

WALLER, ERNEST Hexsert, Lowestoft, Baker 
atl2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

WILp, JonN, Outwood nr Wakefiel', Joiner July 28 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

ZRITLIN & LAZAR, Tabernacie st, Fancy Lea her Gods 
Manufacturers Aug 2 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey at 


Bankruptcy 


July 29 at 11.30 


July 29 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
SHEPHERD, Darlingto’, Ironmonger 
Stockton on Tees Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
BERRILL, THOMAS LUKE, Welingborough, Builder 
Kendal 


ALLISON, GEORGE 


Northampton Pet July 17 O d July 17 

BLAND, THOMAS HENRY, Ken tal, House Painter 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

CLARK, STANLEY, Watling st 
Ord July 17 

EDWARDS, Grkores H, Grays, Essex 
8 Ord July 18 

GOSLING, A J, Charing Cross, Financie- 
Feb 22 Ord July 19 

HARRIS, DaviID, The Vale, 
Agent HighCourt Pet July 17 

HAWKSLEY, JoHN HENRY, Not'ingham, Grocer 
ham Pet July17 Ord Jaly 17 

HUSBANDS, BERNARD PRARSON, Sheffield, Gro er Sheffie'd 
Pet July 4 Ord July 18 

JAMES, RICHARD, Crumlin, Mon, Grocer Newport, Mon 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Kine, WILLIAM, S aw, nr Oldham, Cl thier’s Traveiler 
Oldham Pet July 19 Ord July 19 ‘ 

KIRBY, WILLIAM, Langthorpe, nr Boroughbridge, Yorks 
Miller Northallerton Pet July 11 Ord July 17 
LOND, JAMES, Handsworth, Birmingham tir-at G imsby 

Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
WILLIAMS, GEORGE SYDNEY, 
Wheelwright Hereford 


ADJUDICATION 

QUARTERMAI\E, GEORGE EDWARD 
chmbrs HighCourt A jud 
July 13, 1916 

ORDER ANNULLING, REVOKING, OR RESC!) NDING 

ORDER. 

CASTLE, PETER CAMERON DevUGLAS, Anerley, Surrey 
don Rec Ord Annul, Revok:d, or Resc, June 20 
nul, Revocation, or Kesc, July 13 


High Court Pet June 13 


High Court Pe 


Golders Green, Theatrical 
Ord July 17 
Notting 


Ewyas Harold, Hereford, 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 


ANNULLED. 


CHARLES, 
Oct 11, .1913 


Croy 
An- 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, July 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

MARTIN, King’s Lynn, Cycle Dealer King's Lynn 

Pe. July 21 Od July 21 

CROSSLAND, HEDLEY, Upper Denby, nr Huddersfield, 
Miner Barnsley Pet July 21 Or! July 21 

HumM, PERCY STANLEY, Victoria st, Wes: minster 
Court Pet July 11 Ord July 21 

Joycr, THOMAS EDWARD, Magna, nr Atherstone, L-icester, 
Piumber Birmingham Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

LeIisHMaNn, J, ‘reat Marlow, Bucks Aylesbury Pe 
June 28 Ord July 21 

Lows, JESSE, Blakeney, Glos 
July 21 Ord July 21 

MANT, ALFRED JAMES THEOBALD, Croydon, Professor of 
Singing Croydon Pet July20 Ord July 20 


COR, 


Hig) 


Pet 


3aker Gloucester 


Watts, JounN WILLTAM, Vermilion, Alberta, Canadas, Farmer Aug 29 
g 
Wortsisetos, HENRy Mor@as, Ilkeston, Derby Aug 24 


Ironmonger | 
Albart rd | 


| THOMAS, MaRyY ELIZABETA, Camborne, Vorawall Traro 


High Coart Pet July 


Copthall 
An ul 


| TomLINsom, WILLIAM, Workington Nov 10 Lucas & Lucas, Sheffield 
Watson, JOHN CLAVERING, Fulwell, nr Sunderland, Shipwright Aug 19 Burnicle & 


Barlow & Co, 
Vaudrey & Co, Manchest r 


| Roperts, Davip, Mardy, Glam, Collier; Manager Ponty- 


pridd Pet July 2 Ord July 20 
RUSHWORTH, HENRY, Wakefield, Bot Repairer and 
Dealer Wakefield Pet July 20 Ord July v0 


Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

WaRD, ARTHUR F, Charing Cross rd, Music Hall! Artiste 
High Court Pet June 23 Ord July 2 

White, ALEC HumpHREY, Some-ton, Somerset, Butcher 
Yeovil Pet July22 Ord July 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BERRILL, THOMAS LUKE, Wellingborough, Builder 
at12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

i AWKSL&Y, JoHN HeEvRY, Nott nghim, Grocer Aug 2 
at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

HUMM, PERCY “TANLEY, Victoria st, Westminster Aug 4 
ati2 Bankruptcy bid s, Carey st 

MANT, ALFRED JAMES THEOBALD, Croydon, Professor of 
Singing Aug 2 at 11 132, York rJ, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

RoBeats, David, Mardy, Giam, Colliery Manager Aug 3 
at 11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Cathe- 
rine st, Pontyprid 

RUSHWORTH, HENRY, Wakefield. Boot Repairer and 
Dealer Auglatil Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

WARD, ARTHUR F, Charing Cross rd, Masic Hall Artiste 
Aug 3at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS, GEORGE SypNey, Ewyas Harold, Hereford 
Wheelwright Aug2at1230 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Aug 2 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Coz, MARTIN, King's Lynn, Cycle.Dealer King’s Lynn Pet 
July 21 Ord July 21 

CROSSLAND, HEDLEY, U, per Denby, nr Huddersfield, Miner 
Barnsley Pet July 21 Ord Ju'y 21 

Joyce, THOMAS EoWARD, Sheepy Magna, nr Atherstone, 
Leicester, Plumber Birmingham Pet July 21 Ord 
July 21 

LAZAR, Rustin, Dyne rd, Kilburn, Fancy Leather Goods 
Manufacturer HighCourt Pet July 21 Ord July ?1 

Lows, JESSE, Blakeney, Glos, Baker Gloucester P* 
July 21 Ord July 21 

MANT, ALFRED JAMkS THEOBALD, Croydon, Professor o 
Singing Croy on Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Roperts, Davip Mardy, Glam, Colliery Manager Ponty- 
pridd Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

RoOyYsE, CECILE DoroTHY BripGET, Woburn pl High 
Court Pet May 22 Ord July 19 

RusHwortu, Henry, Wakefield, Boot Repairer and 
Dealer Wakefield Pet July20 Ord Ju'y 2) 

SADLER, WILLIAM GkoRGE, Ash, Kent Cauterbury Pet 
June 16 Ord July 21 

THomMas, MARY ELIZAB TH, Camborne, Cornw.1l 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

WHITE, ALEC HUMPHREY, Somerton, Somerset, Butcher 
Yeovil Pet July 22 Ord July 22 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Sept 4, 1914. 


NORMAN, REGINALD GEORGE, Kingly st, Regent st 
Court Pet June 30,1914 Ord Sept 2, 1914 


Truro 


High 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 19: 
MARKHAM, Josepa THOMAS, Great Tower st 
Pet Dec 24,1915 Ord May 17, 1916 


High Court 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


LINDSELL, CHARLES FREDERICK, South M Iton 
Court Adjud Nov 18, 1905 Annul July 12 1916 


High 


Lonion Gazette—FRIDAY, July 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


BRAY, RoBERT, Worksop, Painter Sheffield Pet July 25 
Ord July 25 

BREWER, EDWARD DovGLas, Farnborough, Hants, 
Guildford Pet June 24 Ord July 25 

BURTON, KEGINALD, Ryder st, St James's 
Pet M y4 Ord Juty 25 

CARTER, HUBERT, Hipperholme, Yorks, Haulage Contractor 
Halifax Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

COLLE, GkORGE HxRv, Liandaff, Tuilor Pet 
Jay 26 Ord July 26 

GREAVES, FAREWELL, Eckington, Derby, 
Chasterfield Pet Juy 24 Ord July 24 

HAWKINS, HAROLD, Southampton, Ta/lor 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

HUMPHREY, ALBERT: ALEXANDER, Victoria st, 
Engineer HighCourt Pet May 18 Ord July 26 

Jenkins, IpR1is JouN, Merthyr Vale, Merthyr Tydiil 
Grocer Merthyr :ydfil Pet July25 Ord July 25 

LINDSEY, GEORGS, Glaserton rd, Stamford Hill, Printer 
kdmonton Pet June16 Ord July 25 . 

MILLSON, GEORGE HeRpert, Nottingham, Baker Nott ng- 
ham Pet July 25 «rd July 25 

NIGHTINGALE, G@zorGB, Park pl, St James’s High Court 
Pet Aprill7 Ord July 26 

WILLIAMS, HERBERT EDWARD, Gorton, Grocer Manch ster 
Pet June 28 Ord July 25 


Tailor 


High Court 


Cur liff 
Plumber 
Sout hampton 


Civil 











